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ABSTRACT 

 

 The sharing economy, often hailed as the future of the crowd-based capitalism, has 

disrupted many industries, stagnant business models, and consumer choice with vanguard 

companies like Uber and Airbnb leading the way. With little accompanying research, African 

countries have been assumed to be the next frontier for the sharing economy, a concept that has 

long existed in the African context—albeit in an informal and organic fashion. Africa’s 

burgeoning middle class and vast youth population are anticipated to foster the growth of a 

formalized sharing economy and permit the continent to leapfrog to sustainable development. 

However, amongst the current scant literature on the sharing economy, there is even fewer on the 

outlook of the sharing economy in the African context. My thesis will focus on the possibility of 

a successful digital sharing economy in Nigeria and Kenya, Africa’s emerging innovation hubs. 

Specifically, through a comparative case study, my research will aim to answer the following 

research questions: How do people describe and exemplify a sharing economy in two distinct 

spaces?  Why and how might a sharing economy in Nairobi, Kenya differ from that of Lagos, 

Nigeria? What drives these similarities and differences? 
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PROLOGUE 

 This thesis began as a thought during the summer of my sophomore year. I was interning 

at an asset management firm, where I was tasked with examining the Airbnb regulatory 

environment in order to assess its threat to the traditional lodging space. Every day, I would 

scour the web for news about Airbnb’s legal issues in global cities. I encountered New York, 

London, Berlin, Hong Kong as well as several other global cities. However, nowhere did I see an 

African city such as Lagos or Nairobi mentioned. I was shocked that these two regional powers 

were never referenced. I then began to speculate on the reason behind Africa’s absence. Did this 

belong to the long list of instances when the African continent has been ignored in global media? 

Or, was this perhaps because there was no news to report on Airbnb in either Nigeria or Kenya? 

What began as a seed of curiosity aimed at exploring the success of Airbnb in African countries 

soon sprouted into an interest in investigating the complex and exciting manifestations of the 

sharing economy in two African cities.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Experts around the world believe that we are on the brink of a technological revolution. 

This is the Fourth Industrial Revolution, following the steam engine, the age of manufacturing, 

and the digital revolution. Arguably, the African region has been left behind in the previous three 

manufacturing, and finally the emergence of digital technology. The Fourth Industrial 

Revolution is slated to disrupt every industry, facet of human life, and ultimately the way 

countries interact with one another. It features new concepts such as Big Data, Artificial 

Intelligence, the Internet of Things, and finally the sharing economy. With the crux of this fourth 

revolution technology, we face the prospect of leaving a larger swath of humanity behind than 

has been fostered through any of the other industrial revolutions. However, the sharing economy 

features a collectivist approach to business, one that has been informally emphasized in many 

African societies for centuries. This quality of the sharing economy could present an advantage 

for many African countries in the global shift to this new economic model.  

The sharing economy, often hailed as the future of crowd-based capitalism, has disrupted 

industries, stagnant business models, and consumer choice with vanguard companies like Uber 

and Airbnb. Another example is the current trend of non-traditional “renting” arrangements by 

services like Apple Music and Spotify; such models of the digital sharing economy may be 

conceptualized as “a wave of new businesses that use the Internet to match customers with 

service providers for real-world exchanges such as short-term apartment rentals, car rides, or 

household tasks” (Slee, 2016, p. 9). There is much excitement surrounding the prospects for 

collaborative consumption prompted by a sharing economy, especially in the context of growing 

global challenges caused by environmental degradation and over-consumption (Fedorenko, 

2017). Far from being only a private sector trend, a few municipalities have also embraced the 

mode of peer-to-peer collaboration. One example is Seoul, South Korea, which was named “The 
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First Sharing City,” a title earned through its use of sharing economy solutions to both encourage 

environmental sustainability and boost civic engagement (Fedorenko, 2017, p. 375).   

The concept of sharing and collectivism is nothing new to the African continent, where 

evidence of informal sharing has been a central part of cultural practices for many years (Hyden, 

1983, p. 8; Iguisi, 1995). For example, a survey of residents in the Middle East and Africa region 

found 68% were willing to share their personal property for payment and 71% were likely to rent 

products from others; this was much higher than residents of Europe and North America, where 

fewer were willing to share their possessions for pay (52-54%) and/or interested in renting 

others’ products (43-44%) (Nielsen, 2014). The benefit of the sharing economy for the African 

continent, if properly integrated, is its emphasis on cost and risk sharing. Innovative digital 

sharing approaches could provide the opportunity to empower Africa’s burgeoning middle class, 

growing population, and large youth demographic. This model also has the potential to address 

some of the continent’s development challenges, such as unemployment, access to finance, and 

agricultural productivity. Moreover, this digital sharing economic model could convert scarce 

assets and abundant labor into opportunities.  

Limited scholarship on the sharing economy exists due to the dynamic nature of the 

subject matter and nascent attention to the sharing economy model.  Scholarship on the sharing 

economy in the context of low—and middle-income countries— is even sparser, especially for 

the African continent. Existing scholarship from the African region is limited to consulting 

groups, such as the Boston Consulting Group, examining the possible benefits of lower 

transaction costs and accessibility to high-quality products in markets where ownership has long 

been out of reach (Wallenstein & Shelat, 2017a; Razeghian & Weber, 2017). This research 

project moves beyond the narrow body of scholarship on the sharing economy in the African 
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region to synthesize and propose development advantages made possible by the sharing economy 

in Nigeria and Kenya, Africa’s emerging innovation hubs.  

However, legal and cultural disputes have shaped the evolution of the sharing economy in 

Western markets and can be expected to behave similarly in emerging market contexts. 

Forerunners like Airbnb and Uber consistently face legal disputes in large cities in Western 

Europe, the United States, and Asia Pacific, curbing their growth and daily functions 

(Sundararajan, 2016). Strong business models aside, Airbnb and Uber’s difficulties in some 

global cities suggest that some contexts may be more receptive to such innovation than others 

(Ray, 2018, p. 63). The sharing economy has also been criticized for its contribution to the 

informal economy. The current research on Uber emphasized the change in millennial values 

with regard to employment opportunities. In fact, many Uber drivers in the United States ranked 

flexibility higher than job stability and employee benefits (Meyer, 2016, p. 30). This global trend 

of employment flexibility is shifting towards informal styles— styles somewhat reflect the large 

portion of the economies in Kenya and Nigeria who work apart from the formal sector (Coenen, 

2014, p. 564). The sharing economy could be beneficial in that it could accommodate the large 

informal sectors of both Nigeria and Kenya in an informal—yet organized—organized, dynamic 

economic opportunity.  

Alternatively, there may be some challenges that arise as a result of the robust informal 

sector that could be a negative example of leapfrogging. The West has had decades of a formal 

economy that emphasizes worker’s rights and compensation to contribute to its development. 

The possibility that African companies would be able to forgo providing benefits for their 

employees is concerning, especially considering that many countries like Nigeria and Kenya do 

not have a robust public service system (Aderonke, 2012; Omar, 2009; Odhiambo-Mbai, 2003; 
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Kimathi, 2017). This sort of flexible working model could have additional repercussions in 

developing regions. Thus, any prospects for the African sharing economy ought to be examined 

in relation to the existing business landscape and economic environment of African countries.  

Thus, this research project engages the possible advantages of this economic model while also 

accounting for local regulatory dynamics in the African region that are less prominent elsewhere.  

In other words, the sharing economy in the African context may succeed because of cultural 

practices and expectations that emphasize the cost and risk sharing of goods and services integral 

to the social fabric.   

My research will investigate the benefits of the sharing economy while contextualizing 

the significance of the interaction between this new business model and other actors in the 

entrepreneurial landscape. While both Kenya and Nigeria have grown to be economic and 

technological powerhouses in the African region, significant differences exist in the 

sophistication of infrastructure and government support of innovative solutions. For instance, the 

Kenyan government has been lauded for its intentional policies supporting private sector 

development as shown through its Ease of Doing Business score.1  This research will evaluate 

the possible benefits of sharing-economy companies in Nigeria and Kenya to each country’s 

development while analyzing the important factors needed to create an environment appropriate 

for a sharing economy business. This thesis investigates the necessary factors needed to create an 

enabling sharing economy environment in the African context. The research will also address the 

following questions: How do people describe and exemplify a sharing economy in two distinct 

spaces?  Why and how might the sharing economy in Nairobi differ from Lagos? What drives 

similarities and differences?  

																																																								
1 Kenya’s 2019 Ease of Doing Business Score was 70.71, while Nigeria’s was 52.89 
2 The term “nullify” was inspired by the actions of Southern governors and legislatures who thought them free to 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

I. Defining the sharing economy  

Surprisingly for an increasingly relevant concept, scholarship has yet to clearly capture 

the sharing economy in definition. In scholarly and public discourse alike, the concept of the 

sharing economy is often conflated with neighboring ideas like the gig and platform economies. 

The first trend is to focus on the collaborative consumption enabled by the sharing economy. 

One definition describes the sharing economy as a socio-economic ecosystem built around the 

sharing of human, physical, and intellectual resources (Bozek, 2018, p. 20). For example, Ertz, 

Durif, and Arcand argue that collaborative consumption is "the set of resource circulation 

systems which enable customers to both obtain and provide, temporarily or permanently, 

valuable resources or services through direct interaction with other customers or through a third-

party” (Ertz, Durif, & Areand 2016, p. 15). Other enthusiasts emphasize the digital component of 

the sharing economy. In 2010, Lisa Gansky, a Silicon Valley-based angel investor, described the 

digital change she witnessed as "a type of network that allows any node to link in any direction 

with any other node in the system," functioning on the principles of shareability and immediacy 

(Sundararajan, 2016, p. 29). The overarching theme in these respective definitions is the crowd-

based "network" replacing centralized institutions that have traditionally regulated supply.  

Some observers have rejected the term altogether, arguing that there is actually very little 

“sharing” apparent in the sharing economy. According to Augie Ray of Gartner for Marketers, 

the sharing economy should be called the "Leverage Economy" to reflect independent 

contractors leveraging their time and assets to generate income while riders, guests, and others 

benefitting from these services save money and gain flexibility (Ray, 2018, p. 65). Similarly, 

Anthony Kalamaris refers to the concept as "sharewashing" due to the belief that platforms like 

Uber and Airbnb shift the risk onto employees and avoid any true sharing at all (Kalamaris, 
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2018, p. 152). All of these definitions consider both the social and economic nature of the 

sharing economy. Although Ray and Kalamaris are correct in noting the asymmetrical 

transactions the sharing economy often fosters, sharing does not always mean reciprocity. The 

sharing economy—at least in the Western context—is indeed the extension of capitalism into 

areas previously untouched such as time and personal assets (Widlok, 2017, p. 12).  

The definition of the sharing economy should neither be overburdened with utilitarian 

expectations nor ideas of social improvement. While it is an extension of sharing, the sharing 

economy is first and foremost an economic model organized around the exchange of money 

(Ray, 2018, p. 64). Thus, for the purposes of this research, the sharing economy is defined as a 

platform that enables individuals to share underutilized or scarce resources either for free or for a 

fee. 

II.    The Sharing Economy in Developed Economies   

 The current literature on the Western sharing economy validates the importance of the 

three factors under scrutiny in this research: societal trust, the surrounding entrepreneurial 

environment, and the regulatory environment. The societal trust component draws upon both the 

trust experienced between individuals, as well as the trust placed into larger systems and 

institutions. The title “surrounding entrepreneurial ecosystem” refers to the underlying concerns 

of business operations, international actors and funding, talent, and customers (as a function of 

the size of the middle class). Finally, the factor of the regulatory environment examines the 

direct and indirect influences of the public sector and independent (such as a Central Bank) 

actors on sharing economy businesses. These factors were inspired by a study conducted by 

Dalberg Global Development Advisors titled “Digital Sharing for Global Growth” (Dalberg, 

2015).  
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IIA. Social Trust 

It is no coincidence that the Western sharing economy developed in parallel to the rise of 

the Internet which gradually removed barriers to social trust—or “an individual’s beliefs about 

the general trustworthiness of others…part of a person’s worldview regarding the benevolence of 

other human beings” (Justwan, Bakker, & Berejikian, 2018, p.150). According to Kristopher 

Erickson, Associate Professor of Media and Communication at the University of Leeds, the 

growth of the sharing economy was made possible by networked peer-to-peer communication as 

well as a secure online-banking infrastructure that encourages micropayments (Bozek, 2016). 

The Web 2.0 ensured the pre-requisites for a peer-to-peer platform: a flat structure as well as a 

secure medium to organize transactions while encouraging non-hierarchal and peer-to-peer 

interactions (Erickson, 2016).  

 In addition to the foundational non-hierarchal base provided by the Internet, many 

sharing economy businesses have designed their platforms around mitigating the security risk 

associated with participating in an exchange. Along with many other sharing economy 

companies, Uber and Lyft, for example, use post-service review systems where riders and drivers 

evaluate each other. This creates a feedback culture that encourages ethical behavior and 

gradually weeds out the difficult (Meyer, 2016). The opportunity for users to participate in self-

regulation of peer-to-peer exchanges appears to be effective in eliciting social trust—although 

some may consider it fear—and convincing participants to engage with the platform despite the 

risks that accompany user anonymity.  

Western sharing economy businesses have not taken any existing social ties for granted. 

In instituting a rating system, many sharing economy businesses have quantified trust into a 

single digit measure of accountability (Teubner, 2018, p. 141). These businesses have also been 
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able to build on each other’s success through the general public’s familiarity with such 

platforms. Ten years ago, most representations of the peer-to-peer business model were e-

commerce sites like eBay that shifted ownership of goods on relatively low-risk platforms 

(Harvey, Smith, & Golightly, 2018, p. 76; Teubner & Hawlitschek, 2018, p. 133). Today, 

millions of people engage in prolonged interactions with absolute strangers in cars, their offices, 

and their homes. Similarly, the Western example teaches that digital social trust may exist even 

in the presence of low non-digital social trust. A Harvard University Institute of Politics survey 

of BlaBarCar (a long distance carpooling service) across 11 European countries found that users 

of the platform trusted fellow members more than they did their colleagues and neighbors 

(Mazzella, Sundararajan, D’Espous, & Möhlmann, 2016). Studies such as these demonstrate that 

the development of social trust—whether in a digital or non-digital form—is crucial to the 

flourishing to the sharing economy.  

IIB. Entrepreneurial Environment 

The entrepreneurial community in the United States—and arguably of the Western 

world—has been significantly shaped by Silicon Valley. The history of Silicon Valley must first 

be framed within the context of America’s foreign policy during the Cold War, in the military-

industrial complex that originally funded useful inventions like the Internet for military purposes. 

Projects funded by the Defense Advances Research Projects Army (DARPA) and the Navy 

continued for the better half of the 20th century, contributing to the development and prosperity 

of the Silicon Valley region (Adams, 2017).  In addition, many of the influential leaders of early 

Silicon Valley technologies, such as Doug Engelbart, Stewart Brand, and Tim Berners-Lee, also 

embraced the decentralizing capabilities of technology (Taplin, 2017). Contemporary Valley 

executives like Peter Thiel of PayPal and Palantir Technologies continue to further the original 

counterculture ethos of Silicon Valley spurred by libertarian values to create “a business sector 
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free from taxes, regulation, and copyright” (Taplin, 2017, p. 3). This is the unique culture that 

birthed Uber, Airbnb and many other sharing economy platforms, an innovative, boundary-

pushing and heavily financed ecosystem of powerful individuals. 

In addition, a number of factors have facilitated the enabling environment of Silicon 

Valley for the sharing economy. Sundararajan (2016) argues that the three socioeconomic and 

digital forces that contributed to the development of the sharing economy include the digital 

representation of data, the exponential growth of hardware power, bandwidth, storage, and 

finally, the shift the modularization in coding practices which facilitates reuse of code. These 

three factors suggest the existence of a robust and well-connected digital network in the United 

States before the precursors of modern-day sharing economy businesses such as eBay, Craigslist, 

and Kozmo.    

IIC. Regulatory Environment 

The third research factor, regulatory environment, includes the relationship of sharing 

economy businesses with both federal and municipal governments as well as other regulatory 

bodies, such as central banks. The Western experience with the likes of Uber and Airbnb brings 

forth the importance of government support. Very few governments have actively supported the 

sharing economy and some sharing economy businesses seem to supersede local governments. 

For example, as of 2017, Uber was either wholly banned or heavily restricted in the following 

jurisdictions: most of Oregon, Hong Kong, the whole of Bulgaria, and all of Italy (Hao, 2017). 

However, Uber continued to operate in Hong Kong in 2017 even though it was in a legal gray 

area and had yet to receive clearing from the Hong Kong government (Reuters, 2017).  They 

perform what Pasquale and Vaidhyanathan (2016) refer to as "corporate nullification," 

effectively declaring them free to "nullify" local and federal laws in the name of open 
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innovation.2 Also, many sharing economy businesses have thrived despite the sometimes-harsh 

regulations they face from cities and municipalities. For example, Uber and Airbnb have enlisted 

the help of crowd-based tactics to stay alive, often launching user campaigns emphasizing the 

widespread support for the platforms and their innovation. Sharing economy businesses have 

encountered governments with behaviors ranging from passive to active and enabling and 

disabling actions; their experience in Western nations prompts an exploration of the regulatory 

environment most enabling to the development of the sharing economy.  

 

III.    The Sharing Economy in Nigeria and Kenya   

There is little literature on the sharing economies of Nigeria and Kenya. However, the 

research around the three factors this research aims to explore (social trust, the entrepreneurial 

environment, and regulatory environment) serve as a useful proxy in conceptualizing the sharing 

economy in both Nigeria and Kenya.  

IIIA. Social Trust 

There is evidence of social trust existing in at least small African communities through 

financial savings practices in Nigerian and Kenyan societies. While there are likely other 

examples of the informal sharing economy in these two contexts, most of the existing research 

focuses on collaborative finance. For example, the esusu, or contributions club, is a collective 

finance system, organized for "assisting members in money matters" found in the Yoruba people 

of Nigeria (Bascom, 1952, p. 63). While the exact age of the savings club method is unclear, 

English literature on the Yoruba esusu system has existed as far back as 1924 (Bascom, 1952). 

																																																								
2 The term “nullify” was inspired by the actions of Southern governors and legislatures who thought them free to 
reinterpret the constitution and "nullify " federal laws in favor of more appropriate state interpretations (Bozek 2016, 
35).  
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This "club" meets infrequently, and members may be unaware of each other's identities. Still, the 

basic model of the collective remains: "each member is paid back in one, lump sum exactly what 

he has paid in contributions during the course of one cycle" (Bascom 1952, p. 63). Bascom 

(1952) mainly comments on the power of the esusu head who can often take one or two saving 

round(s) for him or herself. However, there are somewhat democratic measures in place to 

protect from too much corruption. According to Bascom, "the individual member is protected 

against unscrupulous and dishonest esusu heads mainly by the right of withdrawal from the 

group, and by the fact that the head knows that he will lose his members if he is too greedy 

(Bascom 1952, p. 68). There are currently digitized forms of the esusu that attempt to replace the 

esusu head and contribute more transparency and accountability to this traditional system. There 

are other examples of social trust in the Nigerian context, mostly organized around ethnic 

groups. On a more national measure of societal trust, Nigeria, according to the Hofstede Insights 

Network scores 30% on the individualism index and is considered a very collectivistic society 

(Hofstede 2019b). 

 The example of Kenya provides a national example of social trust. The national culture of 

Harambee, or the “nationally adopted political rhetoric that simply means, let’s pull together” 

also impacts ideas around social trust in Kenya (Vershinina, Beta, & Murithi, 2017, p. 687). The 

culture of Harambee is akin to “Ubuntu,” “Ujama” and “Humanism” in South Africa, Tanzania 

and Zambia, respectively, in that they are all integrative patterns of behaviors that have formed 

incredibly collectivist societies (Vershinina, Beta, & Murithi, 2017, p. 687).  While the tenets of 

Harambee were likely present beforehand, then President Mzee Jomo Kenyatta formalized and 

politicized the concept “as an organizing principle to mobilize people and resources for nation-

building” in the post-colonial period (Vershinina, Beta, & Murithi, 2018, p. 692). Harambee 
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features five core values, including collective reliance, social responsibility, enterprising, 

mobilizing resources, and political philanthropy (Vershinina, Beta, & Murithi, 2018).   

 The values of collective reliance and social responsibility are especially important in 

understanding the functioning of social trust in many Kenyan communities. That mutual support 

is available—and is sometimes expected—in times of crisis, is unsurprising considering that 

Kenya scores a 25% on Hofstede’s individualism dimension, making it a collective society 

(Hofstede 2019b). This may also be observed in the chama model and the many micro-finance 

institutions popular in Kenya. The popularity of Savings and Credit Co-Operatives (SACCO) 

presents another example of informal peer-to-peer banking, where organizations like churches, 

labor unions and social fraternities across the country employ the popular savings model 

(Gugerty, 2007). Vershinina, Beta, and Murithi argue that the culture of collective reliance 

requires a great deal of social trust through “long-run commitments to manage uncertainty with 

clearly established rules and structures, and predictable stable relationships” (Vershinina, Beta, 

& Murithi, 2018, p. 694).   

 However, there are indicators that social trust might not be as strong outside of small 

communities. The World Value Survey Wave 6 (WVS) conducted between 2010 and 2014 

features some questions that may serve as measures of social trust. In 2012, 85% of Nigerians 

responded that they needed to be extremely careful in dealing with people (Inglehardt et al., 

2014) Similarly, 43% and 35% of Nigerians answered that they either did not trust a stranger 

very much or at all, respectively. This characteristic would especially be necessary for the 

sharing economy, which continually puts participants in contact with strangers. Still, these 

findings only indicate that social trust is not currently active; it could be digitally engineered 

through measures similar to Uber and Airbnb rating systems. It might even mirror the current 
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Western phenomena where people trust fellow users of sharing economy platforms more than 

they do their colleagues and neighbors, likely due to the sense of comfort generated from the 

digital trust infrastructure provided by ratings and review systems (Mazzella et al., 2016). 

Unfortunately, the World Values survey only features interviews from Nigeria and not from 

Kenya due to its limited presence. It is worth highlighting that digital social trust was built 

inorganically and with time in the non-African context, a trajectory that must also be assumed for 

African countries such as Nigeria and Kenya.   

IIIB. Entrepreneurial Environment 

Nigeria’s sharing economy environment is a function of its business environment and its 

broader entrepreneurial ecosystem. On the first measure, Nigeria’s inconvenient business 

environment poses difficulties to all businesses, not least of all its sharing economy businesses. 

While Nigeria is a regional power in this strength, it still lags behind its global counterparts, 

including other African countries. Doing business in Nigeria can often come with bureaucratic 

impediments that negatively impact business function as well as the establishment of companies 

in areas such as starting a business, paying taxes and accessing quality electricity (World Bank 

Group, 2019a). However, Nigeria is improving and has made it to the list of 10 top improvers in 

2016/17 with the establishment of committees such as the Presidential Enabling Business 

Environment Council (PEBEC) which has for a mandate, removing bureaucratic impediments to 

conducting business in Nigeria (World Bank Group, 2018).  

The entrepreneurial ecosystem—composed of factors such as legal and physical 

infrastructure and a receptive customer base—is mostly developed in Nigeria. However, its main 

limiting factors are the lack of availability of financial resources and technical talent, which are 
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likely to negatively impact innovation. 3 There is societal and cultural support for innovation 

with around 82% of surveyed Nigerians agreeing that entrepreneurship was a good career choice. 

4 This could be responsible for the high rate of informality in Nigeria where 46.2% of firms felt 

they were competing with unregistered or informal firms.5 While informal businesses might not 

have a direct negative impact on the entrepreneurial ecosystem, their formal participation could 

provide a more accurate representation of its robustness.  

Similarly, Kenya is a strong regional power in East Africa with a robust private sector 

and a sustained annual growth rate of around 5% (World Bank Group, 2019b). Like Nigeria, 

Kenya’s limiting factor appears to be informality, where the informal sector represented about 

77.9% of employment, a factor that could be limiting the growth of Kenyan firms. Kenya’s 

entrepreneurial environment is also well above the Sub-Saharan average, with its 2019 Ease of 

Doing Business Score totaling 70.71, ranking it 60th in the world (World Bank Group, 2019b). 

The areas of improvement include the processes for starting a Business and dealing with 

construction permits.  

There are also elements of the culture of entrepreneurship in Kenya. The aforementioned 

tradition of Harambee includes values that have positively impacted entrepreneurship in Kenya. 

According to Vershinina, Beta, and Murithi, the values of resource mobilization and enterprising, 

in particular, are likely to be associated with “increased perceived opportunity, entrepreneurial 

intention, and new business creation” due to their ability to promote self-efficacy (Vershinina, 

Beta, & Murithi, 2018, p. 698). Figure #1 is a recreation of Vershinina, Beta, and Murithi’s 

conceptual model, mapping Harambee values onto typical entrepreneurial behaviors. The figure 

presents the aspects of national Harambee culture that have both enabled and constrained 
																																																								
3	Global Entrepreneurship Monitor. https://www.gemconsortium.org/country-profile/93	
4 Ibid., 
5 Enterprise Surveys (http://www.enterprisesurveys.org/data/exploreeconomies/2014/nigeria), The World Bank.	



	 20 

entrepreneurship (2018). A positive sign denotes a positive relationship between a Harambee 

cultural aspect and the entrepreneurial behavior, while a negative sign suggests a negative 

relationship between a Harambee value and an entrepreneurial behavior. For example, the 

Harambee value of Collective Reliance is shown to positively influence the entrepreneurial 

behavior of Formation of Social Enterprise while it constrains the entrepreneurial behavior of 

Opportunity Seeking. In total, seven of the nine relationships identified in the figure are positive, 

demonstrating the overall compatibility of the national culture with entrepreneurial behaviors. 

Thus, the cultural values of Harambee have mostly enabled entrepreneurship in Kenya. 

Figure #1: Harambee as a toolkit for entrepreneurial action  
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 The specific values of Collective Reliance and Social Responsibility may reflect the 

constraining effects of cultural values since they encourage donation-based financing and an 

overreliance of community-based efforts as opposed to “growth aspirations” (Vershinina, Beta, 

& Murithi, 2018, 698). This detail might not necessarily decrease the national rate of 

entrepreneurship, but it could explain the high rate of informality in Kenyan entrepreneurship. 

Individuals who rely on collectivism might look towards communal endeavors —and not profit-

seeking entrepreneurship—as a way to address socio-economic problems (Thai & Turkina, 

2014). While this detail is not necessarily negative, it does highlight the possible value of a social 

entrepreneurship model in a culture that emphasizes collectivism. Especially in the context of a 

formalized sharing economy, some hybridization will have to occur, merging Western ideas of 

self-efficacious entrepreneurship with the already existing values of entrepreneurship and 

collective responsibility in Kenya.  

IIIC. Regulatory Environment 

There is little information on how either the Nigerian and Kenyan sharing economies 

have been regulated. However, the M-Pesa case may exemplify the manner in which each of 

these countries’ regulatory bodies reacts to innovative and disruptive technologies. This thesis 

argues that Kenya has a more business-friendly environment capable of enabling the success of 

sharing-economy companies. This hypothesis is founded mainly upon Kenya's immense success 

with mobile banking with the M-Pesa platform. Like the sharing economy, mobile money 

requires popular trust and a supportive regulatory environment.  The diffusion of mobile money 

in Kenya is mainly unregulated by public actors like the Central Bank of Kenya; the Central 

Bank does not view mobile payment as a banking service and has allowed for tremendous 

growth in the delivery of mobile money to the unbanked (Williams, 2016).  
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Nigeria also has a large unbanked population and a high level of telecommunications 

penetration, yet, has not experienced the same success with mobile money. Nigerian regulators 

have chosen to implement mobile money through a bank-led model, believing that stronger 

regulations will enable safer diffusion, presumably also raising transaction costs for the end-user 

(Williams, 2016). Regulatory bodies, like the Nigerian Communications Commission (NCC), 

have enforced stringent procedures with telecommunication companies, especially on matters of 

identity verification (Williams, 2016). Kenya has been mostly passive in regulating mobile 

money, while Nigerian financial regulators have made the regulatory environment less than 

attractive for both consumers and investors.  

IIID. The Sharing Economy in the Developing World 

There is little research on the sharing economy in the developing context.  However, 

some typologies have attempted to identify the appropriate environments in the developing world 

for high-technology solutions. These typologies may be extrapolated for the purposes of this 

research and serve as a useful proxy for predicting the appropriate environments for sharing 

economy businesses, which can involve sophisticated technology.   For example, Araz Taeihagh 

(2017) has conducted a study of the similarities and differences between crowdsourcing and the 

sharing economy and factors that influence their usage in developing nations. This research also 

provides a framework for identifying the developing environments in which the sharing economy 

might be most successful. C1 countries are the least likely to enable IT-mediated technologies, 

such as the sharing economy, while C5 countries would be the most likely. The characterization 

is as follows: 
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Table #1:  Different Environment Types of the Sharing Economy 

Type Description Examples (between 2005-2010) 

C1   High poverty rate countries with mostly 
traditional economies 

Sierra Leone; Ethiopia; Rwanda; Haiti; 
Bangladesh; Pakistan; India 

C2  Natural resource-dependent countries 
with little political freedom 

Vietnam; Tajikistan; Yemen; 
Cameroon; Angola; Chad; Congo 

C3  External flow dependent countries with 
high inequality 

Bolivia; Indonesia; Thailand; Peru; 
Colombia; Ukraine; Sri Lanka; Kenya  

 
C4  Economically egalitarian emerging 

economies with severe challenges of 
environmental sustainability and limited 
political freedoms 
 
 

Iraq; Egypt; China; Jordan; Azerbaijan; 
Venezuela  

 

C5 Unequal emerging economies with low 
dependence on external finance 

Turkey; Brazil; Mexico; Argentina; 
South Africa; Malaysia  

 
 

Taiehagh has identified Kenya as a C3 country, and while he offers no information on 

Nigeria, I would characterize it as a C2 country–due to its reliance of the exportation of crude 

oil—with some C3 elements (Omojolaibi, 2014). Finally, Taiehagh argues that C4 and C5 

countries are the most likely to support the development of a sharing economy because of their 

sophisticated IT infrastructure because C1-C3 countries' technology infrastructure makes it 

difficult for citizens to demonstrate their lack of a criminal record, a detail that might impede 

social trust. By this definition, Kenya and Nigeria would be incapable of supporting the sharing 

economy. In addition, Taiehagh’s research might overemphasize the role of technological 

infrastructure, as opposed to the environmental factors of the surrounding regulatory and 

entrepreneurial landscapes, in providing an enabling environment for the sharing economy. 
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While Taiehagh raises an important concern by highlighting the lack of technology infrastructure 

in C1-C3 countries, the sharing economy in both Nigeria and Kenya is present, even if at a small 

scale. Despite the concerns it raises about appropriate infrastructure, Taiehagh characterization’s 

highlights an important detail:  Nigeria and Kenya should be treated as different economies with 

possibly different sharing economy trajectories giving their surrounding political and economic 

stories as well as stages of technological development. 

This thesis challenges Taiegagh’s concern that contexts such as Nigeria and Kenya are 

prohibitive to developing a sharing economy organized around virtual labor markets. This 

research argues that historical and social norms around collectivism may be more powerful than 

technological infrastructure for developing a robust sharing economy in Nigeria and Kenya. In 

doing so, this approach disputes that economic innovations diffusing from high-income to lower-

income countries must resemble the countries in which these economic models originated.  

Instead, this thesis considers whether historical and cultural norms around collectivism, which 

may be perceived as prohibitive to economic progress in the West, are actually assets for 

innovation for a contemporary sharing economy that integrates neoliberal capitalism with a 

Nigerian or Kenyan social contract that fosters trust differently than in other contexts.  

 
METHODOLOGY 
 
I. Country Selection 
  

 Nigeria, Kenya and South Africa are the leading tech and innovation hubs in Sub-Saharan 

Africa. These three countries dominate as the continent’s investment destinations. In 2017, South 

Africa, Kenya and Nigeria raised 167.9, 147 and 114.6 million in USD respectively (Kazeem, 

2017a). In addition, the number of accelerators and incubators present in their ecosystems 

confirms their status as technological giants. These physical spaces designed to support tech 
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startups are most active in the three pre-identified countries and their presence suggests 

significant technological activity and the movement of significant capital. According to GSMA, 

South Africa, Nigeria and Kenya have 59, 55 and 30 tech hubs in 2018 respectively. 6 However, 

Nigeria and Kenya are the ideal case studies due to their commonalities. Their similar 

experiences as former British colonies and status as frontier markets make them more 

appropriate candidates for comparison (MSCI, 2019). 

  In addition, my study is especially concerned with examining the dynamics of the 

digitized sharing economy in emerging markets. With its sophisticated infrastructure and early 

adoption of the digitized sharing economy (as early as 2014), South Africa resembles a Western 

market (Forbes Africa, 2017). In fact, it is usually regarded as the entry point for many 

companies seeking to found a business on the African continent. For this reason, I have designed 

my comparative study around Nigeria and Kenya, both important players in each of their 

respective regions and the African market at large. However, for both of these countries, I have 

localized the sharing economies to a single major city (Nairobi, Kenya and Lagos, Nigeria). This 

clarification also accurately represents the scope of my research as I did not contact or interview 

any businesses with significant business activity lying outside the limits of either of these two 

cities. While both Lagos and Nairobi are arguably the epicenter of each country’s economic 

activities, they are likely not the only representations of the digital sharing economy. 

 I conducted the Nairobi portion of my research first, during a week in August of summer 

2018. I visited and interviewed executives and operation managers that I had contacted before 

my visit. Most of these interviews took place at the company’s office or in public spaces. Despite 

the occasionally sensitive material of my interviews, some participants still felt comfortable 

																																																								
6 See here: https://www.gsma.com/mobilefordevelopment/programme/ecosystem-accelerator/africa-a-look-at-the-
442-active-tech-hubs-of-the-continent/ 
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sharing their experiences in these public locations. However, due to unforeseen circumstances 

such as labor strikes and sickness, some interviews were conducted using the Skype 

conferencing platform. The Nairobi startup space appeared to be fairly small and most of my 

participants mostly mentioned companies that I had either messaged or already interviewed, 

suggesting that the Nairobi start-up scene and sharing economy ecosystem were fairly small.  I 

conducted eight of the Nairobi interviews during this period and was able to generate a list of 

seven other companies with the help of participants. I then used this list to finish the last half of 

my Nairobi interviews following the start of the Fall 2018 semester through remote video 

conferencing.  

 The Nigerian companies featured in the research were interviewed between September 

and October of 2018 through video conferencing methods. There were not as many easily 

identifiable companies (meaning through Google searches) in the sharing economy space in 

Lagos as there were in Nairobi, a factor already indicative of the different sharing economy 

ecosystems. The Interviewees in the Nairobi portion also recommended some of the participants 

in the Lagos portion of my research, suggesting overlapping social networks, especially in the 

expatriate business community.   

I. Data Collection  

The research project involved 20 qualitative interviews conducted with business team 

members or sharing economy businesses executives of other innovative startups who spoke on 

the second factor analyzed in this research: the entrepreneurial environment. These innovative 

companies served as a proxy for the experience of new innovative ideas such as the sharing 

economy in both these environments. I then supplemented the analysis with the knowledge of 

government officials and scholars currently researching the sharing economy. After contacting 
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individuals by email and interviewing individuals from the initial list of participants, more 

participants were identified using the snowball sampling method. This method involves asking 

individuals after each interview to suggest other contacts, thereby leveraging previous 

participants’ networks. The response rate from the companies solicited was roughly 50%. 

Fourteen participants were interviewed in Kenya while the number of interviewees in Nigeria 

was eight.  Two of the aforementioned participants were able to share significant insights into 

both Kenya and Nigeria.  

After completing a consent form, participants were interviewed for a period of 45 to 60 

minutes. These English interviews were conducted either in person, by phone, or through a video 

conferencing platform. All interviews followed an open-ended semi-structured interview format, 

drawing upon a list of about 30 pre-distributed questions, including those interested in the 

regulatory environment of the product or service as well as the business landscape in which it 

existed. Still, interviews frequently deviated from the pre-determined list of questions in order to 

allow for questions probing for a greater level of detail. All interviews were audio-recorded, 

transcribed, coded based on a codebook and finally analyzed.  

The questions for this study examined three key areas7 1) the general environment 

surrounding entrepreneurship, 2) social trust as related to business activities of customers and 

users and 3) specific regulations pertaining to the sharing economy business segment. The 

questions examined for the first section were a combination of factors mentioned in the World 

Bank Group’s Ease of Doing Business Index and Enterprise Surveys as well as the Global 

Entrepreneurship Index. These questions also sought to identify the different actors and factors 

that influence a sharing economy’s business, be they external or internal. Questions on social 

trust were specific to the service and were usually determined at the time of the interview as 
																																																								
7 See appendix for a full list of questions  
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more details became available.  The third, and final, portion of the interview focused on sharing 

economy regulations pertaining to each respective industry. Appendix #1 provides an example of 

the questions asked of businesses in the crowdfunding space. 

III. Analysis 

In addition to performing a qualitative analysis of the 20 interviews conducted, I also 

developed a visual representation in order to characterize the relationship between sharing 

economy businesses and their larger entrepreneurial ecosystems. In order to better categorize 

both of the sharing economy ecosystems, I used stakeholder theory to map out the important 

actors and factors influencing a business’s functions in both Nigeria and Kenya. This portion of 

my analysis was modeled after Dr. F. Edward Freeman’s conceptualization of stakeholder 

theory. Freeman’s stakeholder theory holds that a company’s stakeholders are anyone affected 

by its operations (Freeman, 1984). For the purposes of this research, Freeman’s theory has also 

been applied to each country’s sharing economy segment and not its individual businesses. The 

model employed in this research has elevated the unit of analysis to the sharing economy—and 

not singular firms—in order to allow for a consistent comparison between the countries of 

Nigeria and Kenya. This model was especially useful for conceptualizing the different actors (or 

stakeholders) in the public and private sectors affecting a business and its operations. Finally, I 

compared the two countries and identified the most important factors as determined by interview 

participants.  
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RESULTS 
 
 One expert interviewed for the purposes of this research was Sheila Ochugboju, an 

international development professional with over 15 years of experience promoting new 

platforms that expand opportunities for co-creation and youth employment in Africa.  Dr. 

Ochugboju provided the following comments on the concept of the sharing economy in the 

African context, which are helpful in understanding the uniqueness of the Nigerian and Kenyan 

sharing economies: 

Whereas in the Western world the sharing economy may be driven by the need to 

improve efficiency and sustainability of underutilized resources and assets, my 

suggestion is that in Africa it emerges from a different understanding of commerce 

outside of the typical capitalist construct. The primary driver is not merely to monetize 

resources but to expand access to scarce goods and services, thereby making them more 

affordable. 

Indeed, many of the businesses observed in both the Kenyan and Nigerian context did not 

encourage the exchange of surplus assets, as seen in regions like the United States and the 

European Union, but rather access to necessary items. The first interviews in Kenya and Nigeria 

soon revealed this different nature of the sharing economies of both Nigeria and Kenya. In what 

follows, I describe how the sharing economy exists, but also differs, in these countries by 

addressing the conceptualization of social trust, entrepreneurial landscape, and regulatory 

environment.  
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I. Kenya 

    IA. Sharing Economy Summary 
 
 The Kenyan sharing economy is diverse, featuring businesses in lodging, transportation, 

and emergency response. Interview participants ranged from companies associated with 

crowdfunding to financial development, and logistics, demonstrating the vastness of the small, 

but growing, Kenyan sharing economy landscape. It, however, does not feature the TaskRabbit 

style of businesses common in Western markets that match freelance labor with local demand. In 

addition, despite the growing breadth of industries and sectors represented, the ride-sharing space 

is by far the most saturated sector of the sharing economy represented in Kenya, with twelve 

officially recognized companies. As it is the most mature sharing economy ecosystem (that is in 

terms of business development as measured through competition levels), I will provide a brief 

summary of the Kenyan ride-sharing landscape in order to model the sophisticated sharing 

economy ecosystem that has developed around it and one of the businesses interviewed through 

the course of this research: Maramoja. 

 Although I refer to the following companies as ride-sharing platforms—as they usually 

are in the Western context, they are more similar to ride-hailing applications in Kenya, simply 

providing a digitized means through which customers may access transportation. This distinction 

is important as many of these platforms employ traditional taxi drivers and typically 

accommodate one customer at a time and not a group of strangers as the term “ride-sharing” 

would suggest. However, this does not make these services any less part of the sharing economy. 

As Ochuboju suggests, the sharing economy in the Nigerian and Kenyan contexts emphasize 

access over the exchange of surplus possessions. Uber and other ride-hailing services are 

providing access to cheaper and more transparent transportation for many city-dwellers.  
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  Despite its relative maturity to other sharing economy business segments, the Kenyan 

ride-sharing ecosystem is still very much in its infancy. Although ride-sharing applications are 

certainly popular, traditional taxi companies still control a majority of the market. Jason Eisen— 

Chief Executive Officer of Maramoja, a first mover in the Kenyan ride-hailing space, — 

estimates that of the 200,000 trips completed in a day, ride-sharing platforms are responsible for 

around 50,000. There are 12 major players in the Kenyan ride-sharing ecosystem; the most rides 

provided are by Uber. The Kenyan ride-sharing landscape should also be contextualized around 

the long-existing matatu—an altered van accommodating around 20 people—ride-sharing 

system, the most common form of shared transportation. The five largest players in the space are 

Uber, Taxify, Safaricom’s Little Cabs, Mondo Ride, and Maramoja; these are a mix of 

internationally and locally based companies. Uber and Taxify are American and Estonian 

exports, respectively, while Mondo Ride, Maramoja and Little Cab are all Kenya based 

(Business Today, 2016). 

 Although there is a no formal market analysis on the Kenyan ride-sharing landscape, 

Uber and Taxify appear to be the largest players in that order. Uber, the well known tech giant, 

joined the Kenyan market in 2014 and currently offers a number of services including the 

standard UberX service, SELECT—a slightly more expensive option that allows users access to 

higher-rated drivers and better quality vehicles—and finally the ChapChap (exclusively available 

in Kenya) service, which is an option using a fleet of fuel-efficient Suzuki Altos cars to offer 

cheaper rides.8 The platform also recently launched a new service called UberASSIST, which 

provides special assistance from certified drivers to senior riders as well as those with access 

needs. Both Taxify and Uber’s also offer a boda boda (a motorcycle taxi service) traveling option 

which signals their ability to adapt to the local context, as motorcycle services are still a very 
																																																								
8 See here: https://www.uber.com/en-KE/cities/nairobi/ 
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popular mode of transportation in Kenya and constitute a market value at over $2.1 billion USD 

(Bright, 2018). 

 However, a significant challenge facing the expansion of these ride-hailing services has 

been driver dissatisfaction. The competitive landscape has led many of these companies to lower 

their prices in order to remain attractive to customers. While such a measure has been good for 

customers, drivers largely disapprove and have taken to the streets in long—and sometimes—

violent protests and strikes, the latest of which occurred to improve job welfare (Dahir, 2018b). 

The particular concern of unreasonable driver wages has also led to the creation of new ride-

hailing services, such as BebaBeba, a locally developed taxi-hailing application launched by a 

drivers’ group. The platform, the only locally owned application of its kind, was created by the 

Drivers and Partners Association of Kenya (DPAK) and has been in operation since late 2018 

(Daily Nation Kenya, 2018). The general dissatisfaction of drivers with their treatment by Uber 

could pose a threat to Uber’s ambitious plans of expansion in Kenya, which would reasonably 

require a larger driver, or “partner” pool to borrow from Uber’s own lingo. 

 Uber is generally regarded as the giant of the Kenyan ride-sharing landscape, as such 

securing funding can be difficult for smaller players. Jason Eisen, of Maramoja, mentioned that 

the company “had a hard time raising money” because Uber is such a significant player, an 

impression that leaves many investors wary of “competing against Uber.” However, Maramoja 

has been able to pursue expansion through other avenues. It’s unique trust-based and AI-enabled 

driver-rider matching algorithm has allowed it to expand via franchise agreements with local 

businesses in Ethiopia, Ghana, and Cameroon. Eisen also credits this model as a reason for the 

business’s lasting relevance despite the arrival of Uber and Taxify just 18 months after the 

commencement of the project. He views the platform as “democratizing the process of launching 
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a mobility application,” working with ambitious entrepreneurs anywhere on the continent, as 

opposed to controlling the entire value chain like their rivals Uber and Taxify. This franchise 

model could hold interesting implications for the future of ridesharing in African cities, 

permitting expansion beyond the Tier 1 cites that have traditionally attracted multinational 

companies. It also provides the possibility of more African owned ride-hailing platforms that 

might better understand local contexts and the drivers with whom they are meant to operate.  

 Figure #2 provides a visual representation of the Kenyan sharing economy landscape. 

The figure represents the key stakeholders in this ecosystem. Locally based (Kenya-located) 

sharing economy businesses like Safaricom’s Little Cab and Maramoja are identified in the 

smaller circle. Multinational corporations, like Uber, who also operate in the Kenyan sharing 

economy, are present in the surrounding square.  The stakeholders identified within the larger 

circle are other influences on the Kenyan sharing economy within the boundaries of Kenya, 

including the humanitarian sector, public sector actors and Accelerators, Incubators and Co-

working spaces (AICs). The Kenyan population is also featured as both possible employees and 

customers. Conversely, the stakeholders outside of the circle represent influences outside of 

Kenya such as Facebook and Google whose growing presence in Kenya are encouraging higher 

levels of investment of outside origins.  
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Figure #2:  The Kenyan Sharing Economy Landscape 
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IB. The Kenyan Entrepreneurial Environment 

“The lack of [government] engagement is actually a good thing because this allows room for 
experimentation.” – Tonee Ndungu, Founder & Director, Kytabu Inc. 
 
Business Operations  

 As much as sharing economy businesses ought to be analyzed within their own economic 

context, they are still businesses operating in emerging markets, an experience accompanied by 

its own unique challenges and details. For instance, Amrote Abdella, the Regional Director of 

Microsoft’s 4Afrika, argued that “perhaps most of the challenges these companies face are not 

because they focused on sharing resources, but more so the regular challenges of setting up a 

business.”  In what follows, I will discuss how entrepreneurial environments, including operating 

costs and monopolies, business efficiency, talent, and international competition, can influence 

the success of the sharing economy. 

 Office space and rent constitute a large portion of the operating expenses for many of 

businesses interviewed. Commercial office space can be expensive for businesses that would like 

a safe environment with stable electricity. Interviewees such as UTU, a trust API infrastructure 

and parent-company of Maramoja, has experienced power outages in one of its offices as 

frequent as “multiple times a week,” while others like M-Changa, a crowd-funding platform, has 

encountered them as infrequently “as twice a month.” Most businesses preferred to incur the 

costs of creating a stable work environment by locating to office spaces in the more upscale and 

expensive neighborhoods in Nairobi such as Karen, Lavington, Westlands, and Kilimani because 

power outages might not happen so much in big buildings. Interviewees frequently used the term 

“good area” (one interviewee defined a good area as a secure and accessible office space with 

stable water and lighting) to explain their reasoning for choosing a certain office location despite 

the associated high rent. Metta, a global entrepreneurs club working with Kenyan entrepreneurs 



	 36 

and investors, commented on the difficulties business people face with regard to procuring a 

business permit as well as gaining access to electricity and water. Of the most common 

grievances Metta has encountered, the issue of taxes (and their high costs) seems to be the most 

important.  

 Despite significantly influencing businesses’ operating costs, Safaricom has been 

included as a separate item due to the frequency at which it was mentioned by interviewees.  

After high rent, data access was the second commonly cited cause of high business costs in 

Nairobi. While the data service provided by Safaricom was commended for its stability in all 

areas of Kenya—and not just the major cities of Nairobi and Mombasa—interviewees noted that 

the service held a monopoly on the Kenyan telecommunications space and offered its services at 

an exorbitant rate. They also believed that the government could do a better job of regulating the 

prices. It should be noted that the Government of Kenya currently owns a 35% stake in the 

company (Safaricom, 2018).  

 Not only that, Safaricom and its many products are integral for many Kenyan businesses. 

For example, M-Changa currently collects 95 percent of its payments through Safaricom’s M-

Pesa, which has high transaction costs, constituting the largest expense of the business. 

Safaricom is regarded skeptically by some of the businesses interviewed for the Nairobi portion 

of this research, with one member of a business team mentioning that Safaricom “owns the 

country.”  Specifically, all of the businesses (of which there were four) asked directly about 

Safaricom cited its monopolistic domination as a negative to the Kenyan entrepreneurial 

environment. Safaricom was just one monopoly cited by my interviewees. Other examples 

include Zuku, an Internet service provider, and the Kenya Power and Lighting Company 
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(KPLC), an electric utility company. Monopolies seem to influence the Kenyan business 

landscape and subsequently influence operating costs.  

 Another significant component of business operations was business efficiency. Some 

interviewees mentioned the temptation, along with the expectation, to pay bribes in order to 

quicken the process of business activities. Jason Eisen of UTU and Maramoja, because of his 

insistence on doing things “by the book,” waited 18 months to finalize his immigration permit, 

making it more difficult to maintain strict timelines because contingencies and dependencies 

took longer than originally anticipated. He also offered this on the pace of work: “planners don’t 

do well here.” Finally, the ability to move funds across platforms and countries has also reduced 

business efficiency. While M-Pesa (as well as its smaller competitors) is largely well received by 

the Kenyan entrepreneurial community, there are some disadvantages in the fragmented mobile 

money system. Eisen cited the difficulty in moving money between networks and between 

countries as a difficulty in conducting business in Kenya.  

 The Kenyan mobile money space primarily consists of Safaricom’s M-Pesa, Airtel and 

Telkom. Until recently, these networks did not make any significant efforts towards 

interoperability in order to allow Kenyans to easily move their money around. There have been 

strides made towards greater interoperability with the Kenyan Central Bank, as well as the 

Kenyan Information and Communication Technology Authority, encouraging better integration 

amongst networks. On April 10, 2018, The Central Bank of Kenya issued a press release 

announce highlighting the three key principles driving upcoming regulations such as affordable 

transfer costs, secure interfaces and transfer efficiency. 9 While inoperability is not specific to the 

sharing economy, it is an issue affecting all businesses.  

																																																								
9	See here: https://www.centralbank.go.ke/press/ 	



	 38 

International Influences and Funding  

 While many companies have chosen to incorporate in Kenya, Mauritius seems to be a 

popular alternative for international ventures operating in Kenya.  Two of the 13 businesses 

interviewees referred to Mauritius as an efficient location for conducting Pan-African business 

and even mentioned that their investors were only willing to contribute once they agreed to move 

their headquarters to Mauritius. Some sharing economy businesses operating in Kenya, like 

SleepOut and UTU, are based in Mauritius and highlight the increasing trend of relocating to the 

business-friendly island due to the ease of moving capital, an attractive structural efficiency to 

both African and international business owners. Indeed, Mauritius consistently ranks highest in 

the Sub-Saharan African region for ease of doing business (Nolan & Peligrin, 2011). Mauritius 

could very well be competition for Kenya’s sharing economy, causing Kenya to be regarded 

more as a potential market than a headquarter. That Mauritius is a popular incorporation 

destination is no surprise given the popularity of foreigners and internationals in the Kenyan 

startup scene, especially in funding, where it is rumored to be much easier for expatriates to 

procure funding. Whitney Ogutu, Programs and Operations Associate of Metta, commented that 

even high net worth individuals in Kenya would “rather put their money in real estate.” As a 

result, most of the funding comes from outside investors by way of foreign and Kenya-based 

Venture Capital firms. 

 Unfortunately, African venture capitalists are viewed as having less of a risk appetite than 

their counterparts elsewhere around the world. Jason Eisen of UTU and Maramoja, in particular, 

remarked that in the funding round UTU had just completed, there was not a single African 

venture capitalist that had invested in the business. Most of the contributors were individuals 

from Australia, Singapore, and European countries “practically throwing money at [them].” The 
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African investors who are willing to lend to technology companies are viewed as having earned 

their money in more traditional sectors and as maintaining the same sharkish funding mentality 

in the technology space. They usually request higher stake in companies (with some interviewees 

mentioning figures around 70 percent), where foreign angel investors would request a smaller 

percentage and be willing to supplement the package with a quasi-equity instrument that would 

defer the valuation of a company. Jason Eisen’s characterization of the investment culture of 

Kenya as “unfriendly,” best summarizes the sentiments expressed by some interviewees.  

 Despite several comments from interviewees that demonstrate that startups founded by 

local entrepreneurs tend to do better, around 90 percent of disclosed investments in East Africa 

(including Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania, and Rwanda) during the period of 2015 and 2017 went to 

startups with one or more European or North American founder (Matranga, 2017). This 

phenomenon has not gone unnoticed by entrepreneurs. According to the Whitney Ogutu of 

Metta; “people actually go out and look for a foreigner to put on their board in order to increase 

their chances of getting funding.”  Kenya, like so many of its East African neighbors, suffers 

from a pattern recognition problem which enables foreign-led companies to access financing 

from foreign investors who use familiarity (of both founders and business concepts) as a proxy 

for future performance (Matranga, 2017). In simpler terms: foreign investors look for Silicon 

Valley-like founders with Silicon Valley-like ideas that might be inappropriate for the Kenyan 

context.  

 The comments of interviewees are unsurprising when one considers the CAGE (Cultural, 

Administrative, Geographic and Economic) Distance framework outlined by Pankaj Ghemawat, 

Director of the Center for the Globalization of Education and Management at the New York 

University’s Stern School of Business. Although developed to examine the differences that 
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companies must identify and address when developing transnational strategies, the framework 

may certainly be applied to foreign investors whose capital have skewed the funding landscape 

of Kenya. The four categories examined by the framework are cultural, administrative, 

geographic and economic differences between countries. Kenya and the United States 

(specifically Silicon Valley) share a significant distance in each of the categories outlined above 

and while there is no formal characterization of the distance between the two, one may 

reasonably assume that the two countries share a bilateral relationship according to Ghemawat’s 

characterization (Ghemawat, 2007). Thus, foreign investors operating in Kenya are 

circumventing the potential and perceived risks of Kenyan-led businesses by engaging with the 

familiar in foreigner-led businesses.  

It is also worth mentioning that six of the eight Kenyan sharing economy businesses I 

spoke with had at least one foreign founder. However, not all interviewees viewed this as a 

negative detail and commented that it was expected that people would only do business with 

those with whom they would associate. According to Tunde Akin-Moses, a member of the 

Finance and Strategy team of Pezesha, a digital finance marketplace empowering the unbanked 

and underserved, highlighted that the company dealt with a lot of low-income people and 

corporations. As a result, its African workforce “presents an edge for Pezesha and also gives 

[them] a home player advantage.” Another founder of Kenyan origin, Tonee Ndungu of Kytabu, 

views the funding landscape as a natural filtering process:  

In Kytabu’s case, we’ve really struggled to get all the money we need upfront. But this is 

not because of a lack of engagement, it is not because of the government, it is because of 

who I am. I am black and the people I’m going to relate to are not in Silicon Valley or 

Europe. It’s not annoying; it’s frustrating in the sense that I don’t want someone who 
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thinks of me that way to own my company. It would be nice to have some money, but 

you can’t force an investor to invest in a Kenyan-backed company, because an investor is 

kind of a relationship. 

To help visualize the different sort of players in this space, Table #2 offers a characterization of 

the different kinds of founders encountered during the course of this research in both Kenya and 

Nigeria. 

 
Table #2: Founder and Company Types in Kenya and Nigeria  
Founder/Company Type 

 
Example 

 
Notes 

 
A foreign company 
headquartered in a foreign 
city such as New York, San 
Francisco or Mauritius 
 

Uber, Lori Systems 
	

 

A local company (meaning 
with headquarters in Kenya 
or Nigeria) founded or 
operated by at least one 
expatriate 
 

Lynk, BitPesa, Sendy, Flare 
	

Most of the controversy has 
been most visible around this 
segment (Nairobi Startup 
2017) 
 

A local company (meaning 
with headquarters in Kenya 
or Nigeria) founded or 
operated by a 
Kenyan/Nigerian with 
international experience 
 

FlutterWave, Andela, M-
Changa, Cellulant 
	

 

A local company (meaning 
with headquarters in Kenya 
or Nigeria) founded or 
operated by a 
Kenyan/Nigerian with local 
education and local 
experience 

 

Kytabu, Pezesha, LifeBank 
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Talent 

 Two of the 13 interviewees on the Kenyan sharing economy spoke specifically about the  

Kenyan pay scale, and framed access to good technical talent as an expensive competition. One 

major contender is the donor and humanitarian sector. This segment is represented by the likes of 

the United Nations, which, according to Jason Eisen of UTU and Maramoja, has developed a 

newfound appreciation for the trend of “digital transformation projects and have an absurd 

budget” to achieve this. This sector attracts a large number of tech talent, especially considering 

the high salary they offer which likely trumps the typical local pay for an IT worker. Secondly, 

the big banks of Kenya also attract this same talent. Thirdly, startups such as Andela are 

distorting the local pay scale by preparing Kenyan programmers for outsourced work located in 

countries like the United States. In return for their work, these programmers receive 

compensation below the average pay in Silicon Valley but still above that which is typical in 

Kenya. These three factors—and likely other factors—combine to make affordable tech talent 

scarce for Kenyan startups.  

A typical method to circumvent this technology talent scarcity issue in other technology 

environments of the world (namely Silicon Valley) has been for companies to offer equity in 

order to compensate for their low salary offers. However, there is not the same excitement 

around equity. Eisen commented that  “no one thinks much of equity” because of their more 

pressing financial concerns that require a salary payment.  Aside from the distorted pay scale, 

Jason Eisen speculates that the difficulty of finding affordable and good talent—good defined as 

critical thinking skills and self-motivation—might be due to the Kenyan education system, which 

emphasizes “memory, facts, and figures.” Talent, in addition to enriching the entrepreneurial 

environment of a country, is significant in realizing the ambitious goals of many sharing 
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economy businesses. However, some interviewees wondered about their ability to scale their 

operations given the lack of affordable and appropriate talent.   

IC. Social Trust in the Kenyan Sharing Economy 

 “The trust aspect has been dealt with or is being dealt with. We [Africans] are using every excuse 
not to compete in the sharing economy space.” – Bitange Ndemo, Permanent Secretary for Ministry of 
Information and Communications (Former) 
 

 There is generally a high level of social trust of the private sector as well as a trust of 

institutions. According to a representative of Pezesha, a digital financial marketplace 

empowering the unbanked and underserved, people generally are open to providing their phone 

numbers or even their identification numbers to a new lending company in exchange for their 

services. However, there seems to be some reluctance in providing credit card details, with an 

estimate of 0.22 cards per inhabitant as of 2013, while the United States’ credit card per capita 

was 2.19 in the same year (Nerd Wallet, 2019). 10 

Institutional Social Trust 

 At least in the crowdfunding space, social trust seems to be easier to build in Nairobi and 

larger cities, while a physical presence was required in smaller locales in order to encourage 

product adoption. For M-Changa, a Kenyan crowd-funding platform for non-profits and 

individuals to accept donations, the platform has been able to cultivate social trust through 

institutional measures such as local agents and treasurers who must confirm any withdrawals. 

Those who wish to establish a fundraiser must speak with agents and submit an identification 

number that will be verified against the government’s database. Finally, if ever the platform 

cannot verify an already populated account, it reverses the funds back to all who contributed.  

																																																								
10 See here: https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20141121005766/en/Research-Markets-Kenyas-Cards-
Payments-Industry-Emerging 
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 According to the company’s Experience Director, Matthew Roberts-Davies, “the more 

users [they] have, the more people trust them.” In the financial technology space, trust is 

developed slowly and is cultivated through word of mouth. The platform also benefits from the 

existing social dynamics and trust within their customer segment, which mostly fundraises and 

donates for medical fees and funerals. Roberts-Davis highlighted that fundraising is “100 percent 

an obligation” and not necessarily one taken out of altruistic motivations. People contribute in 

their communities expecting that the same will be done for them in their own time of need.  

Social Trust Amongst Individuals (Peers) 

 Ride-hailing is one sector of the sharing economy that has been able to navigate social 

trust, likely because of the existing traditional taxi business, which has acculturated people to 

place a significant amount of trust in an unknown driver.  Still, ride-hailing platforms have not 

been able to introduce new framings of social trust to encourage ridesharing in addition to ride-

hailing practices. Most ride-hailing platforms function as platforms that allow customers to hail 

taxis in a more convenient manner than is facilitated through traditional taxi businesses. 

However, the ride-sharing or “pool” component present in many cities across the world has 

either not been adopted by Kenyan commuters or was never deployed by these services for 

forecast reasons. It is worth noting that as of 2016, 20% of Uber’s global rides were of the 

UberPool service (Lunden, 2016). Whitney Ogutu of Nairobi mentioned that the carpooling 

feature offered by Uber and its competitors in the American and European markets have not been 

adopted in the many Sub-Saharan African markets because “trying to put three or four complete 

strangers in a car at night is a bit strange.” However, it is unclear whether this is due to Uber’s 

reluctance to launch the service, a lack of customer interest, or a combination of both.  
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 Thus, formalization and digitalization cannot be thought of as an immediate guarantee of 

social trust; specifically in the financial lending space, technology functions mainly as an enabler 

while other interpersonal approaches must be employed in order to account for cultural nuances. 

The business of Pezesha, a financial marketplace offering lending, financial education and debt 

counseling services to low-income people, demonstrates this principle. Its business of financial 

inclusion, made possible through encompassing many technical elements such as an M-Pesa 

credit scoring system, is very much on the ground with psychometric studies and workshops 

teaching people about common vices such as gambling.   

 Another interviewee working as consultant developing strategies for growth stage tech 

companies operating across Africa (who hereinafter shall be referred to as Jacqueline Hughes 11) 

described the limitations of technology with her observation that “any problem that can be fixed 

with a purely digital solution has likely already been developed by other entrepreneurs around 

the world and the solution can already be used in Kenya.” True to Hughes’ point, at the 

beginning of this research in January 2018, the Kenyan company Lynk functioned similarly to a 

TaskRabbit or a Fiver, allowing customers to book services from several categories in the 

informal economy such as housekeeping and child-rearing. Now, nearly a year later in 2018, the 

business has moved into the general contracting space in a more project management capacity, 

finding and locating these services for customers. One interview subject mentioned that they 

were employing the company’s services to renovate their office, with Lynk manually finding 

carpenters and other building personnel. This process is not nearly as automated as the original 

concept for the business. It also suggests the need to adapt to the Kenyan landscape and register 

the work of numerous service providers before eventually scaling back the interference of Lynk 

employees and allowing the separate parties to interface with each other.  
																																																								
11 Name has been changed in order to protect the privacy of the individual 
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 The example of UTU, a human-centered design sharing economy business, demonstrates 

the future of the incorporation of social trust into business models in Kenya and elsewhere in the 

world. Founded in 2017 by the founders of Maramoja the ridesharing platform, this BlockChain 

and AI enabled company aims to provide the world with a trust mechanism based on humanity 

and individuality. Aside from the ride-sharing space, the infrastructure also operates in other 

sectors and services including peer-to-peer lending, doctor discovery, local on-demand services 

and cryptocurrency trading. A necessary infrastructure for the sort of businesses the sharing 

economy encourages, UTU provides a nuanced service that personalizes trust adapting to users’ 

unique preferences and needs. For example, compared to Uber which matches drivers and 

travelers based on 5-star rating and proximity, UTU would account for more individual factors, 

such as a traveler’s desire for a conservative driver or one that would allow smoking, through 

social endorsement. Companies like UTU reflect the changing climate around social trust.  

ID: The Kenyan Regulatory Environment 

“The pushback that was had at all of these breakfast meetings for the private sector was …just cut 
the government out of this, they haven’t done anything for us anyway. ”– Jacqueline Hughes (Edited for 
better comprehension)  
 

The Kenyan Government  

 The general consensus is that while the Government of Kenya has taken certain steps to 

encourage innovation in the startup space, they are not as proactive as they could be. Jacqueline 

Hughes, who has worked in both the Kenyan and Rwandan startup ecosystems commented that 

the Kenyan landscape is much more democratic and independent of the government, while 

Rwanda’s startup sector is largely driven by the government. For example, KLAB (which is 

Rwanda’s primary accelerator) is funded between the government and JICA (Japanese 

International Cooperation Agency). Hughes described the Rwandan government as “anointing 
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startups” worthy of funding. Hughes contrasted this with her time in Kenya, mentioning that she 

only had a few government contacts in the country as compared to the many she had in Rwanda, 

a detail emblematic of how uninvolved the Kenyan government is in the startup space.

 Despite Hughes comments on the government’s absence in the entrepreneurial space, 

some interviewees appreciated its lack of direct interference on official entrepreneurial matters. 

They did, however, lament the corrupt practices of more local authorities and regulatory bodies 

who solicit bribes from businesses. Nearly all interviewees in Nairobi held the attitude that the 

government should be avoided altogether. One executive even mentioned, “the goal is to do 

everything you can to operate apart from “The Man” as there could be “no interaction with the 

government that would be good.” 

 Despite the general advice to avoid the government, business owners recognize the 

general government efforts taken to increase the ease of doing business and thus facilitate a 

better entrepreneurial ecosystem. In an effort to combat the high rates of unemployment Kenya is 

currently facing (around 12%), the government has launched several initiatives aimed 

particularly at women, youth and persons with disabilities. One such initiative is the UWEZO 

Fund, launched in 2014 to “expand access to finances to enable women, youth and persons living 

with disability led enterprises at the constituency level.”12 Jason Eisen of UTU and Maramoja 

credits the Kenyan Youth Empowerment project for providing him with one of his best 

employees. The Kenyan government first compensated the company 6000 shillings a month to 

host her as an intern. She has since been with the company for 3.5 years, has been promoted four 

times and according to the executive, is his “right hand.”  

 There is also the recognition of the need to develop relationships with political leaders 

and navigate the relationships based culture of the business and political world, likely due to 
																																																								
12 See here: http://www.uwezo.go.ke/ 
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what Hofstede highlights as the collectivist culture present in Kenya (Hofstede 2019a). 

Jacqueline Hughes commented that even in the absence of appropriate regulations, entrepreneurs 

can either “draft regulations or get around them” with the right people on their side. Despite the 

original framework of this research around the regulatory factor, perhaps relationships and not so 

much regulation are important.  The Kenyan government has demonstrated its willingness to 

expand upon its practices and legislation. One such example occurred with a cargo airline 

company, a client of Hughes, considering entering into the drone space. The client was able to 

work closely with the Kenyan aviation authority to draft the regulation around drones and tailor 

the approval process to their needs. The legislators were willing to consult with the industry 

practitioners and those leading the innovation to help shape the legislature around drones. 

 Another area where the government has been really adaptable is concerning taxes. For 

many platform companies, they normally invoice the full amount of the services they facilitate as 

opposed to just the smaller transaction fee they receive in return for their matching services. As a 

result of this, the Kenyan Tax Authority taxed these businesses on the price of the transaction, 

when these companies never kept the full price. For example, if the Uber Eats platform 

facilitated a delivery worth $10, they would only receive a 10% commission of $1. However, 

they would be taxed on the $10 figure as opposed to the $1 they actually received. Two 

interviewees, in particular, attest to the government’s willingness to allow for a grace period 

during which platforms were allowed to change their invoice practices to reflect their actual 

income without any penalty.  

 There is, however, a reluctance to collaborate with the Kenyan government as a client. 

The government was viewed as difficult and unlikely to pay on time if they even paid at all. 

Kenyan government authorities did have successful partnerships with some organizations; 
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however, this was a relationship initiated by the government under desperate circumstances and 

does not quite provide a counterexample to the aforementioned grievances. For example, the 

government has been receptive in the logistics space through their work with Lori Systems, a 

logistics business operating in both Kenya and Nigeria, connecting multiple cargo owners with 

cargo truck drivers. Kenya’s expensive and controversial 300-mile high-speed railway, the 

country’s most expensive infrastructure projects to date, still experienced great bottlenecks. 

According to Bowen Williams, Head of Growth at Lori Systems, 500 containers were arriving at 

the Kenyan Port Authority of Nairobi every day, but only 150 were being evacuated. The 

government needed to move more containers out of the terminal in a timelier manner outside of 

the one-on-one phone call system people already used. Williams referred to this arrangement as 

the “perfect niche” for Lori Systems. The government’s eagerness to communicate that the 

railroad was worth its hefty investment presents a good example of a successful government 

partnership.  

 Interviewees spoke favorably of the ICT Ministry as a mostly positive actor in the 

functioning of their innovative businesses, crediting figures such as Bitange Ndemo an Associate 

Professor of Entrepreneurship at the University of Nairobi’s Business School and former 

Permanent Secretary of the Ministry, for the tech-friendly policies Kenya has in place. Another 

popular figure was Joseph Wakaba Mucheru, the current Kenyan Cabinet Secretary in the 

Ministry of Information and Communications as well as the former Google Sub-Sahara Africa 

lead. This section of the Kenyan government also appears eager to integrate new technologies. In 

March of 2018, the ICT ministry announced its updated stance towards Blockchain technology, 

artificial intelligence, and digital currencies by establishing an 11-member force tasked with 

studying the benefits and challenges of these new technologies (Dahir, 2018a).  
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 In addition, The ICT Ministry frequently host forums and gatherings for the tech 

community of Nairobi, although some interviewees did mention that the policies and attitude of 

other ministries were not always in tune with the friendly policies of the ICT authority. For 

example, one interviewer mentioned:    

The government likes to say that it’s tech proactive and tech-friendly … for example they 

want to be really focused on ICT, but if you think of how many parts of the government 

that would have a role to play in making that vision a reality, a lot of these different 

agencies and groups would then need to have policies to support this overarching agenda. 

But they don’t. 

This comment fell in line with a story many interviewees shared of the fate of the digital foreign 

exchange and payment platform, BitPesa. Several interviews referred to the experience of 

formerly Kenyan-incorporated BitPesa as an example of the unfriendly regulatory environment. 

The block-chain enabled platform was refused access by M-Pesa, the platform that serviced 

BitPesa until November 2015 (Higgins, 2015). When the service, along with a Bitcoin partner 

Lipisha, brought up a lawsuit against Safaricom in the Kenyan High Court, the court ultimately 

ruled in favor of the government-backed Safaricom (Higgins, 2015). The government has also 

discouraged cryptocurrencies usage, going as far as to publish ads in local newspapers to warn 

the public of the dangers of cryptocurrencies, citing the lack of the products’ regulation as their 

main concern (Kuo, 2018). The BitPesa case serves an example of one instance where the 

Kenyan regulatory environment played an uncharacteristically active role in discouraging 

innovative companies and technologies. 

 The finTech is one of the few sharing economy spaces with pending legislation. Although 

the Kenyan government is mostly perceived as a distant figure, an upcoming Financial Markets 
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Conduct Bill put forth by The National Treasury of Kenya in 2017 suggests a shift in the manner 

the government will engage with certain tech-enabled businesses. This bill seeks to regulate 

finTech companies, and while it speaks on matters concerning the interest rate cap, capital cap, 

and data privacy, the most relevant measure would be the institutionalization of a special license 

to function as a finTech company. However, this bill is not expected to affect small finTech 

businesses too much. Tunde Moses of Pezesha commented that smaller companies would still 

hold their advantages because of the nimbleness and creative license they are afforded due to 

their small size.  The upcoming bill still suggests the government’s desire to ensure consumer 

protection. However, its immediate rebuke by the Central Bank of Kenya, which views the Bill 

as restricting their regulatory ability, also demonstrates the inconsistency of Kenyan authorities 

in dealing with innovative financing models. 

 Not all of the innovative ideas of the sharing economy have received such attention and 

specific legislation. One such example is Sendy, a courier service best described as an Uber for 

packages. When the company first launched in 2015, as there was no specific license for the 

courier platform the company wanted to build, it applied for an international courier license 

instead. However, the company’s application was declined with central authorities 

recommending that the platform apply for an Application Service Provider License (ASP 

License) and/or a Content Service Provider License (CPS License) even though Sendy provided 

neither services nor content, simply enabling people to access both.  The company now positions 

itself as a communications platform operating under a Communications Authority License. Still, 

this lack of regulation was not necessarily a negative factor by the majority of the sharing 

economy businesses I interviewed. Many companies welcome the flux and undefined space in 

which the sharing economy currently functions in Kenya. 
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Indirect Impact 

 Sometimes, a lack of clear government regulation has also worked against businesses and 

ultimately workers by way of indirect measures. Specifically, while the Kenyan Ministry of 

Transport has attempted to mediate between The Taxi Association of Kenya, drivers and ride-

hailing platforms, little has been suggested by way of economic regulation. Uber and its other 

Kenyan competitors frequently lower prices in order to remain competitive in the market. One 

interviewee mentioned in particular “I would love to see the government step in and institute 

some sort of price floor… Uber steps in and they lower the prices to something the [drivers] 

can’t possibly live off of and they supplement out of their own pockets, which a Kenyan startup 

cannot really do.” These low prices might be good for the customer in the short-term but have 

devastating effects for drivers in the long-term. In July 2018, the Kenyan Ministry of Transport 

and groups representing driver working for taxi-hailing firms signed an agreement under which 

the Digital Taxi Association of Kenya will cushion drivers in the event of discounted trips to 

passengers and provide security to drivers during times of emergency (Reuters, 2018). 

Disappointedly, even efforts to support drivers in the case of falling rates have been organized 

around subsidy principles and do not feature any direct regulation (such as a price-floor policy) 

on these ride-hailing platforms. 

 The lack of proper infrastructure has also affected business-related logistics. For Sendy, a 

last mile delivery system, the unreliable addressing system also creates difficulties in delivering 

packages to correct addresses. According to Priscilla Muhiu, head of Marketing at Sendy, since 

the Google maps services are not that precise, it is only useful in distances “within 1 kilometer of 

the customer.” In terms of political infrastructure, the two elections experienced by Kenya in the 
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year of 2012, affected the business environment actually drove business and eager business 

people to other emerging African economies. During this period, Jacqueline Hughes remarked 

that the unstable political conditions decreased he client base and encouraged her to do business 

in Cape Town, South Africa and Lagos, Nigeria instead of the two other cities commonly cited 

as Africa’s technology and commercial centers.  

 
II. Nigeria 

IIA. Sharing Economy Summary 
 
 The Nigerian sharing economy Nigeria as a market appears to be more fragmented in a 

number of industries and areas as compared to the Kenyan sharing economy. The sharing 

economy in Nigeria is still in its infancy, with different industries such as crowdfunding, 

logistics, ride-sharing, and co-working spaces represented.  Again, the ride-sharing/ride-hailing 

space is one of the more populated sharing economy sectors.  

 An early entrant into the Nigerian sharing economy was GoMyWay, which launched in 

2015, backed by the Nigerian technology-oriented center Co-Creation Hub (CcHUB) as well as 

several leaders in the technology space like Konga’s Sim Shagaya and ex-Amazon executive, 

Bill Paladino. Unlike Uber, which mostly employed the services of former professional taxi 

drivers in its Kenyan and Nigerian markets who mostly rely on the service for their income, the 

GoMyWay’s operations favored a model closer to digital hitchhiking, connecting drivers with 

empty seats and people traveling the same way. In two years, the platform grew from 1,000 users 

to 12,000+ members and operated across 16 Nigerian states. However, the platform has since 

gone out of business due to the lack of available financing to sustain its rapid growth (Mulligan, 

2017)  

 Another ride-sharing platform gaining popularity in Lagos has been Shuttlers, a bus 

company that assists professionals in the Lagos metropolitan area in commuting to work. The 
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bus-pooling platform provides a safe and affordable means of urban transportation. As per Sheila 

Ochugboju’s comments, the example of Shuttlers in Nigeria demonstrates the peculiarities of the 

Nigerian sharing economy. Rather than being founded on the monetization of surplus assets, the 

platform provides access to convenient urban transportation.  Figure #3 provides a visual 

representation of the Nigerian sharing economy ecosystem as per my research. As was true in the 

Kenyan example, a number of internal and external factors impact the Nigerian sharing 

economy. Locally based (Nigeria-located) sharing economy businesses like the esusu platform, 

Riby Finance, and the ride-hailing service, Jekalo, are identified in the smaller circle. 

Multinational corporations, like Uber, who also operate in the Kenyan sharing economy, are 

identified in the immediate surrounding square. These two components constitute the Nigerian 

sharing economy, featuring both local and international players.  The stakeholders identified 

within the larger circle are other influences who also operate within the boundaries of Nigeria, 

including the government, the humanitarian sector, and influential private sector actors like 

banks. Finally, the stakeholders outside of the circle represent influences outside of Nigeria who 

impact entrepreneurial environment components, like funding, with their influence.  
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Figure #3: The Nigerian Sharing Economy Landscape 
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IIB. The Nigerian Entrepreneurial Environment 

“In Nigeria, you have to move very quickly and very aggressively and use all the contacts you have 
pretty shamelessly.” –Bowen Williams, Head of Growth at Lori Systems 
 

Business Operations 

 Depending on the appropriate license, starting a business can be expensive in Nigeria. 

For Riby Finance, a digital esusu automating cooperatives, the total costs of registration, tax 

registration and licensing costs were upwards of 40 million Naira (or $110,880.44 USD). 

13Maintaining and operating a business is also expensive with many of the interviewed 

businesses commenting on the expensive rent for office space, which is often paid in advance for 

long periods such as two months or an entire year. Passion Incubator’s founding partner, 

Olufunbi Falayi, estimates that “60 percent of an average business’s costs go to power, Internet 

and rent.” Aside from serving as an important connector in the Nigerian technological innovation 

space, Passion incubator is also an example of the sharing economy allowing businesses access 

to expensive resources. An early stage Nigerian technology incubator, Passion Incubator also 

includes a co-working space allowing multiple businesses to work in the same space for a 

fraction of the operating costs at $100 per month per team member. Incubators and accelerators 

like Passion Incubator present an unfolding solution to the problem of expensive operating costs.  

  Trade unions have long assumed an important role in the history of the fight against the 

exploitation of the Nigerian worker during colonial rule. Likewise, they played a significant role 

in the return to democratic rule during the military dictatorships of the 1980s and 1990s (Nwoko, 

2009). Today, in the logistics space, unions such as the National Association of Road Transport 

Workers (NURTW) and the National Association of Transport Owners (NARTO) remain 

important, as truckers are not organized around the corporate model. For example, Lori Systems 

																																																								
13 Using XE Corporation rate rates at 2019-03-28 15:48 UTC 
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(also operating in Kenya), a tech-enabled trucking logistics platform, navigates the influence of 

unions daily. Bowen Williams highlights that when Lori hires its drivers, it basically enters into 

“50/50 joint venture,” where drivers are not easily organized. Although Lori System provides a 

singular example of the trade union power, they could affect other areas of business as well. 

Trade unions can be an important factor of consideration other businesses in the logistics space.  

 Similarly, the instability of the Nigerian Naira seems to disincentivize cooperation. 

Williams provides a telling story of the effect of the Naira’s instability on individual workers — 

and eventually businesses. Williams states: 

 A truck driver could make an arrangement to drive someone’s cargo for $100, but if 

someone comes along that is willing to pay $105, the trucker will take it because they 

have the opportunity to earn more in the short-term. But this is very fickle and it's fair 

because these truckers are reacting to instability, you don't know what the currency will 

be next month, you don't know what the business environment will be, so people need to 

make as much money as possible—but this is not good for the man who was already 

promised the truck. Now he will have to go search for someone else and be prepared to 

pay him or her a higher rate because of such short notice (something like $110).  

While the government has taken certain steps to encourage a better business environment, the 

environment can still be described as fickle, a factor that likely affects the social trust present in 

Nigeria.   

International Actors and Funding 

 As in Kenya, funding is a serious point of contention. Since the visits of Mark 

Zuckerberg of Facebook and Sundar Pichai of Google in 2016 and 2017 respectively, there has 

been more interest paid to Nigeria by outside investors (Forbes Africa, 2017; Busari & Petroff, 
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2016). In addition, two US-based seed accelerators, 500 startups and YCombinator, are now 

active in the country. This foreign investment is mostly viewed in a favorable light, as foreign 

investors are believed to provide fairer terms than domestic investors. In addition, many local 

investors also still prefer safer investments such as estate as most of them did not make their 

money in technology and might not be comfortable allocating funds for venture capital purposes.  

 However, the experience absorbing the funds has been different due to Nigeria’s 

international reputation. Odunoluwa Longe of DIYLaw, a digital legal services platform, 

mentioned an occasion when a Nigerian business owner lost the opportunity for foreign funding 

due to the $5.2 billion USD fine the Nigerian government handed South Africa-based 

multinational mobile telecommunications company, MTN. The investor feared that they would 

be unable to safely move their funds out of Nigeria in the event of an emergency (Fawehinmi, 

2018). In addition, most of the funding is acknowledged as early-stage investment, while there is 

a funding gap for those in the middle in need of funds in order to properly scale.  While 

incubators and accelerators are solving the skill set issue, the funding problem remains unsolved. 

Despite the government’s efforts to create more incubators and accelerators, according to Boye 

Oshinaga, co-founder and Head of Operations at Riby Finance, its efforts have “done nothing to 

help the issue of funding.” In effect, the government’s efforts have managed to multiply the 

distributors of these hypothetical funds while failing to contribute to the actual money supply; 

the funding is simply not enough.    

Talent 

 The availability of talent, especially tech talent, in Nigeria is affected by a number of 

internal and external factors. Internally, the curriculum taught through the Nigerian school 

system does not provide adequate training for professional and technical environments according 
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to some interviews. In addition, external factors also distort the pay scale.  For example, 

outsourcing opportunities like Andela are believed to cause a shortage of good technical talent, 

as technical talent is now able to work remotely with European and American companies. 

Odunoluwa Longe of DIYLaw commented that this dynamic results in the options of “stretching 

yourself and your ability to pay or getting okay talent.”   

Customers (The Middle Class) 

 The macroeconomic conditions of Nigeria, as influenced by the Nigerian government, 

were often cited as the reason that many Nigerian startups failed to grow. The Nigerian middle 

class is currently estimated to be 10% of the 200 million population (Corral, Molini, & Oseni 

2015). Still, the majority of the country is vulnerable to the country’s economic instability and 

have little disposable income and thus low purchasing power. In 2017, Nigeria experienced an 

inflation annual percentage change of 16.1 while the world average was 3.2 (Doya, 2018)14 In 

addition, the segment of the population that could afford the goods and services usually deemed 

as luxurious would prefer the Western versions. For example, according to Passion Incubator’s 

Olufunbi Falayi, Nigerians would rather “pay for Netflix as opposed to Iroko (a Nigerian content 

streaming service) or use Google Play over Mymusic.com (another Nigerian music platform)” 

because they are viewed as having stood the test of time. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
																																																								
14 See here: https://www.imf.org/external/datamapper/PCPIPCH@WEO/WEOWORLD/NGA	
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IIC. Social Trust in the Nigerian Sharing Economy 

“We can cross those barriers when we need to. The moment it works, you stop thinking about 
cultures. Culture is not a big barrier in the private sector, people will still do business.” – Dr. Sheila 
Ochugboju, International Development Professional, Africa Knows Knowledge Management & Media Consultancy 
 

Trust Amongst Individuals (Peers)  

 Social Trust in Nigeria did not seem to be guaranteed or even legitimized by technology. 

A more important variable was time. An example of the importance of time with tech-enabled 

innovations is FarmCrowdy, a crowd-funding/agriTech platform for farming projects, on which a 

sponsor base provides capital to farmers covering everything from planting to harvesting (seeds, 

fertilizer, and transportation to market, insurance, fuel costs). For FarmCrowdy, the social trust 

associated with its platform and sponsor base increased with time. When the agricultural crowd-

funding business first began in 2016, it could take up to six weeks to fundraise for a 500-capacity 

chicken farm. Now, according to Ifeanyi Anazodo, Vice President of Products and Data at the 

company, at its current scale of operation, “a 200,000 chicken farm can be funded in just three 

hours.”  

 Another such example may be observed through another actor in the crowdsourcing or 

agricultural-technological (or agri-Tech) space in Nigeria, Growsel. Similarly to FarmCrowdy, 

Growsel also employs the sponsor base or supporter’s model. According to Francis Asinobi, the 

company’s Trustee Program and Field Manager, young people based in Nigeria “who have 

altruistic motives and do not expect their capital back” constitute the majority of its supporter 

base.  Despite this, the platform also engineers social trust through the trustee model, through 

which the trustee is familiar with each respective farmer’s community and may serve as an 

advocate. Compare this to an unidentified digital platform mentioned by an interviewee who had 

been comfortably using the service until a friend asked him where the business was located. The 
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simple fact that he could not answer that question convinced him to close his account with the 

platform because of the possibility of the business running away with his money without a trace. 

Technology is not enough. 

 Even for a cutting edge logistics infrastructure such as Lori Systems, a new entrant into 

the Nigerian logistics space, impressive technology is not enough. Lori Systems is a business-to-

business (b2b) platform as opposed to a person-to-person (p2p) as many of the featured 

businesses have been. However, social trust still plays an important role in this sector of the 

business world. Similarly to the crowd-funding space, in the logistics space, social trust must be 

cultivated on the basis of relationships and is not earned through the legitimization garnered by 

being a business. Nigeria is considered a collectivistic society (Hofstede, 2019b), so that trust in 

the Nigerian logistics space—and presumably in other business areas—is cultivated through 

relationships is unsurprising. Bowen Williams conveyed that there were limited ways to build 

that trust with possible customers other than “than hanging out with people, going out to dinner 

with them, hanging out with their kids,” as people mainly trust foundational industries and not a 

start-up which is expected to be there “for 6 months and then fail.” Although Lori Systems 

mostly deals with businesses as customers—and not individuals—, its experience in Nigeria 

provides a different angle on the topic of social trust. The social trust that Lori Systems concerns 

itself with is not so much the trust between individuals but the trust between businesses. 

However, since Nigeria is a relationships-based culture—a feature that permeates both the casual 

and professional spaces— the trust between business practitioners is still a reflection of the trust 

between individuals over time.  
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Institutional Trust  

  Here is an anecdote by Sheila Ochugboju as a further reflection on the importance of time 

in the cultivation of social trust associated with practices:   

Nigerians can cross those barriers of trust when they need to. When you land in Abuja 

and need to have money exchanged you can go to a malam (a title for a man learned in 

Koranic studies), street side. You will trust him to change your money no matter where 

you come from in the country. I have gone to banks and once they had run out of money, 

they told us to just go outside and exchange money with the malams who…have no sort 

of license. My point is we can cross those barriers when we need to. The moment it 

works, you stop thinking about cultures. Culture is not a big barrier in the private sector.  

People will still do business. 

Dr. Ochugboju’s comments harken back to Dr. Ndemo’s comments on social trust and the 

manner in which it may be overcome with the delivery of goods and services as promised. Time 

is an important factor, as people trust systems—such as the roadside malams—or companies that 

have stood the test time. 

 Stability has also proven to be more important than innovation with the country’s usage 

of credit card payments.  Odunoluwa Longe of DIYLaw spoke on the relationship between 

innovation and social trust, highlighting that the lack of innovation does not explain the 

reluctance of the general Nigerian population (that is the 90% of the Nigerian population not 

comprising the Nigerian middle class) to make payments primarily through digital means. 

“Everyone in Nigeria pretty much has a mobile phone irrespective of their wealth standards,” 

Longe says, suggesting that the lack of social trust is more likely responsible for the low rate of 

adoption despite the presence of advanced technology.  
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 Longe’s comments ought to be examined within the knowledge of Nigeria’s numerous 

bank crises and turbulent exchange rates that have discouraged both the banked and unbanked of 

Nigeria (Akanmidu, 2018; Kazeem, 2017b). Nigerians might not make digital purchases, not 

because of a lack of trust in each other or in businesses, but because of a lack of trust in the 

systems that help to facilitate these relationships.  Even Uber, a trusted international platform had 

to adapt its card-based model to the Nigerian market by allowing Nigerian passengers to pay by 

cash due to their reluctance to use ATM cards (Dahir, 2018c). Technology can only be as helpful 

as the weak systems in which it exists.  

 In addition, other factors likely impact social trust.  For example, Abiodun Lawal, a 

Business Developer Management at Wennovation Hub—an innovation accelerator in four cities 

around Nigeria—commented on another important aspect of social trust in Nigeria: the 

international which is perceived as better and more structured. Lawal even mentioned that “if 

you are ever fortunate enough to leave this country, people always tell you don't bother coming 

back.” Some Nigerian entrepreneurs even take a top-down approach because of this appreciation 

of the international, starting in the United States or the United Kingdom in order to eventually 

gain the respect of Nigerian customers. His comments reflect the impact of the perception of 

international systems and businesses being more stable and reliable over time, an undoubtedly 

important variable.  

IID. Regulatory Environment and the Impact of Government Actors in Nigeria 
 “Inflation hurts.” – Francis Asinobi, Trustee Program Lead, Growsel 
 

 Like in Kenya, there were not any direct regulations that affected businesses operating in 

Nigeria. When the government did impact businesses it was not through regulations but through 

relationships. Bowen Williams of Lori Systems views the environment as one where “laws are 

present, but what is chosen to be enforced is very dependent on your relationships.”  One area 
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where the government was seen as being too passive was in terms of internal connectivity. 

Nigeria has a large number of Internet users but little by way of linking people besides 

Facebook. There is no concrete way to link a large customer base for marketing purposes. 

Abiodun Lawal of Wennovation Hub expressed a desire to see the government “open up 

regulation to open up access for entrepreneurs to begin to serve those markets.”  

Indirect Impact  

 Inflation was a frequently cited cause of difficulty in conducting business. The low value 

of the Naira has left investors with some hesitancy in investing in the country given its 

depreciating currency. For example for Growsel, “300,000 Naira used to do what [they] now 

need 350 - 400K Naira [to achieve]” in terms of providing adequate agricultural materials to 

farmers. The Nigerian government’s vocalization of its shift in priorities, however, presents an 

indirect benefit to this same business. In 2015, President Muhammadu Buhari’s government 

began to encourage an increase in agricultural output as outlined by the Agricultural 

Transformation Agenda (2011)15 after seeing the extent of Nigeria’s recession from many years 

of reliance on crude oil. FarmCrowdy and Growsel were born out of this priority shift, out of a 

desire to mitigate the risks commonly associated with agriculture like procuring inputs and 

gaining access to market.  

  Although social trust was examined as its own separate variable, interviewees oft 

mentioned the concept of social trust as a function of existing institutional trust. Social trust was 

seen as being influenced by institutional measures, and not just cultural factors. The 

responsibility for the weakness in the Nigerian social trust fabric also lies with the government 

which has not done enough to institutionalize trust in the backbone of the country and ensure 

security at a higher level. Sheila Ochugboju suggests institutional change such as criminalizing 
																																																								
15 See here: https://www.google.com/search?client=firefox-b-1-d&q=nigerias+agricultural+transformation+aenda 
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Advance-fee scams and setting legal precedent in order to discourage people from engaging in 

fraud. When a country like Nigeria has experienced a bank failure in the past decade, it is no 

wonder that the general public feels little trust for domestic actors and businesses. This would 

explain why multinational corporations such as Uber seem to be more respected and trusted by 

Nigerians (according to interviewees). Sheila Ochugboju, however, characterized this supposed, 

“luck” of multinational corporations, nonetheless as the doing of the Nigerian government, albeit 

with more fervor than would be utilized with domestic companies and systems. Ochugboju 

states:  

The foreigner did not just set up shop.  They negotiated with the government. It is just 

that the government negotiated differently than it would have with domestic companies 

because of Permanent Arbitration Courts in The Hague and other respected international 

bodies. So everyone's standards are elevated with outside bodies. The question is: how do 

our governments negotiate with our own businesses? 

That institutional trust plays a role in cultivating social trust demonstrates the point that these 

three factors cannot be easily separated from one another and should likely be addressed 

concurrently. 
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DISCUSSION  
I. Political-Economic Histories 
	
 Nigeria and Kenya present the opportunity to investigate the similarities and differences 

present in two sharing economies in Sub-Saharan Africa. They are ideal case studies to compare 

within this region because they are “similar enough”—meaning they are emerging, 

entrepreneurial economies—with divergent cultural contexts and priorities (Eisenhardt, 1989). 

Both Nigeria and Kenya are the largest economic players in their respective regions (East Africa 

and West Africa) and are both former British colonies with English-speaking populations. Far 

from being identical, their political economies reflect unique experiences both in and following 

the colonization period. Kenya, a country of smaller size in geography and population when 

compared to Nigeria16 had an impactful settler history, fueling infrastructural development and 

contributing to the tourism appeal of the country; this is in part why Kenya is regarded as top 

African destination (Central Intelligence Agency, 2019). So how does this compare to Nigeria?  

 Nigeria, in contrast, did not have the same colonial experience that would have shaped its 

relationship with the outside world. Nigeria was not a settler colony, and because of this, most of 

its infrastructure built during the colonial period was for extractive purposes to facilitate the 

movement of commodities, failed to contribute to sustainable development and were mostly 

concentrated in the Southern region of the country (Falola & Heaton, 2008, p. 120). In addition, 

Nigeria, compared to Kenya can also be thought of as more fragmented. The British Protectorate 

of Nigeria was not an integrated colonial body like the East African British Protectorate. Rather, 

it was a loosely bound subject resulting from the 1914 amalgamation of three distinct geo-

cultural regions: the Northern, Western and Eastern communities (Esterhuysen, 2013, p. 308). 

With over 250 distinct ethnic groups, Nigeria may be considered an ethnically diverse state with 
																																																								
16 Kenya is 580,367 sq. km and 48,397,527 individuals in the population compared to Nigeria’s 923,768 sq. km and 
203,452,505 population 
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no unifying language, not even its colonial language of English which only 53 percent of the 

population speaks (Forey & Lockwood, 2010, p. 28). All of these factors have presumably made 

it difficult for foreign entrepreneurs to integrate into the entrepreneurial ecosystem as well as 

expatriates have in Kenya for instance. Indeed, most of the sharing economy businesses (and 

leading innovative companies for that matter) I identified for the Nigerian portion of my research 

had leaders of Nigerian origin. 

 Even more importantly, the differences in the sharing economy experience in Kenya and 

Nigeria are significant, with Kenya having a larger and more diverse rendition. The selected 

representatives of businesses in the sharing economy (capturing a significant portion of 

publicized sharing economy businesses) indicate the more developed nature of the Kenyan 

sharing economy. So then, why has the Kenyan sharing economy reached a more mature level of 

development than the Nigerian example  (as determined through the three factors central to this 

research: entrepreneurial environment, social trust, and regulatory framework)?  The Nigerian 

sharing economy deals with its regulatory environment—functioning as the independent 

variable—having minimal effects in supporting the development of social trust and providing the 

appropriate macroeconomic conditions for entrepreneurial activity. For the Kenyan sharing 

economy, the lack of specific and helpful regulation to complement its already thriving 

entrepreneurial environment, while regulatory bodies are a mostly neutral force in terms of 

directly enabling the sharing economy’s development. Kenya’s limitations in its sharing 

economy could be linked to the lack of specificity in legislature supporting the sharing economy, 

while the problems Nigerian sharing economy businesses face may be extrapolated to the 

shortcomings of the larger entrepreneurial ecosystem. Finally, while both Kenya and Nigeria 
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could benefit from strengthening these three areas, Kenya’s superior sharing economy results 

from its more advanced performance in all three areas.   

II. Non-Private Sector Actors and Regulatory Environment 

 The regulatory environment is especially relevant given its impact on trust and the 

environment in which entrepreneurial innovation occurs. The actions taken to cultivate a 

regulatory environment affect not only the resulting business environment but also the social 

trust experienced on an individual level.  By this line of reasoning, Nigeria’s relatively weak 

positioning in this factor plays a significant role in its relative weakness in the other two; this 

was by far Nigeria’s limiting factor. While the Kenyan government and other regulators were 

described as aloof and occasionally corrupt in terms of business-related activity, their actions 

(with the one caveat of cryptocurrency restrictions) were not perceived to be detrimental to 

businesses. Kenyan regulatory bodies were even perceived as adaptable given their ability to 

work with businesses on matters such as drones and the appropriate taxation of digital platforms. 

In addition, Kenyan regulatory authorities (such as the Central Bank of Kenya) have made 

several provisions to support business, including the development of mobile money 

infrastructure for services such as M-Pesa as well as other initiatives like the UWEZO and Youth 

enterprise Development funds. In all, the regulatory environment may best be described as 

mostly passive and neutral, with slightly positive undertones in key areas like mobile money.  

  Like Kenya, Nigerian regulators have taken steps to provide an enabling environment for 

business activity with special funds for women and youth. However, pro-innovation efforts are 

unable to combat the effects of infrastructural deficiencies that could facilitate growth in the 

agricultural and manufacturing sectors, both of which could provide economic transformation for 

the country. Even more importantly, these efforts do not adequately surmount the volatility of the 

business landscape and other macroeconomic conditions the country has faced since its painful 
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recession in 2016.17 The negative effects of these are felt in two distinct manners important to the 

sharing economy: the size of the middle-class or consuming population, and the costs of doing 

business.  

 First, many of the services sharing economy business offer outside of essential services 

like transportation might be viewed as superfluous and will likely require greater disposable 

income to access. While Nigeria’s middle-class percentage currently stands at around 10%, this 

is a low figure, considering the country’s rapid economic growth over the past decade (Corral, 

Molini, & Oseni, 2015). The smaller size of the middle class could restrict the growth of the 

sharing economy. The question then concerns itself not with the current size of the sharing 

economy but rather its realistic future size, given the fact that Nigeria is the country with the 

highest number of those living in absolute poverty in the world (Kazeem, 2018b). It is, however, 

worth noting that 10% of Africa’s most populous country is far from being an inconsequential 

number. In addition, McKinsey & Company has also conducted research, which suggests a larger 

future Nigerian middle class, which is expected to comprise about 60% of Nigeria’s population 

by 2030. (McKinsey Global Institute, 2014). 

 Secondly, the volatility of Nigeria’s macroeconomic conditions also requires high 

overhead costs for business owners due to utilities like petrol and diesel which used in power 

generators for electricity supply, a critical component to the digital business models of sharing 

economy businesses. These high business costs restrict the innovative environment the 

government attempts to facilitate, as it guarantees that those from well-endowed or at least well-

connected (drawing upon the unconscious pattern mapping occurring in the funding landscape) 

social classes will have access to the channels to promote their original ideas. Nigeria’s 

																																																								
17 See here: https://www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2018/03/15/na031518-nigeria-out-of-recession-and-looking-
beyond-oil 
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regulatory environment is a mostly neutral force with efforts that have so far been unable to 

overcome its turbulent macroeconomic conditions. Many entrepreneurs mentioned thriving 

despite the government and other regulatory bodies, not because of them. This suggests that the 

Nigerian regulatory environment is a passively neutral force in the business activities of the 

sharing economy. 

III. Entrepreneurial Environment 

 Sharing economy businesses are firstly businesses, and while they may incorporate 

innovative business models, are still subject to vulnerabilities affecting all businesses in 

emerging markets.  Operational costs are high in both locales (referring to Nairobi and Lagos) 

with rent and utilities comprising a significant portion. The two countries also shared the 

limitation of market size. While Kenya’s sharing economy is more developed, it is not nearly at 

the scale of other countries worldwide likely due to the small population who could actually 

afford its services. While both Nigeria and Kenya have significant consuming classes of 52 

million and 8.7 million respectively, the most popular sharing economy services have been 

linked to transportation and not inessential services such as crowd-funding or travel lodging 

(Kazeem, 2018a).   

 Similarly, Kenya and Nigeria experience a shortage of technical talent with both 

undergoing pay-scale distortion due to the humanitarian aid sectors and outsourcing training 

programs like Andela. Access to affordable and adequate talent is also impacted by the style of 

education offered in both countries, which tend to emphasize rote learning as opposed to 

entrepreneurial values. Finally, accelerators, incubators and co-working spaces (AICs) such as 

Kenya’s iHub and Nigeria’s ccHub are working to lower the barriers to entry into the startup 

world by providing affordable office spaces and facilitating interactions amongst entrepreneurs. 

In addition, incubator and accelerators are powerful cross-sector actors able to connect 
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passionate and inexperienced founders with resourceful and eager private sector actors. The 

accelerators, incubators and co-working spaces (AICs) in Nigeria’s major cities can be thought 

of as helping to bridge the gap between the rote knowledge youth hold and the entrepreneurial 

experience from which they could benefit.  Private sector actors such as big Nigerian banks in 

search of the next technological innovation (since the emergence of the payment service 

FlutterWave from Access Bank in 2014) also support this space. For example in 2018, Passion 

Incubator helped Visa to design, organize and implement a startup challenge organized around 

the theme of a cashless Lagos.  AICs represent an opportunity to bridge the innovation of sharing 

economy businesses with the expertise of well-established business sectors to take advantage of 

domestic resources. 

 Funding, however, is the main point of diversion for these two countries. As domestic 

investors tend to be more conservative with investment interest and in-country venture capitalists 

tend to have more hawkish terms as compared to the Silicon Valley system, a significant portion 

of funding is funneled in from external sources. Nigeria’s fragmented business environment and 

fiscal and infrastructural instability have made it a daunting environment for investors. As it is 

regarded as Africa’s giant (in population and production capacity), the country still receives a 

significant amount of investment (reaching $12 billion USD in 2017), however not all interest 

has translated into funding past the early stage (Deloitte 2018, 3). Kenya, on the other hand, with 

its larger expatriate population (in absolute and relative figures), has different access to funding, 

not just for locally founded businesses but for expatriates who found and direct many of the top 

businesses in Kenya. Expatriates in Kenya have contributed to the branding of Kenya, and 

especially Nairobi, as an expatriate and innovation-friendly environment. Nearly half of the 

businesses interviewed in Kenya had at least one foreign co-founder and suggesting some 
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validity to Ghemawat’s CAGE theory as well as the prevalence of unconscious—or perhaps even 

conscious—pattern mapping. The issue of expatriate dominance is a point of contention in the 

Kenyan entrepreneurial landscape. While its negative effects have yet to be studied, the presence 

—and certainly networks of expatriates—have likely contributed to both the sharing economy 

and general business landscapes of Kenya through factors such as access to funding.  

 Finally, as sharing economy businesses in these contexts still function as businesses, the 

ease of doing business is still an important consideration when examined either as an enabler or 

barrier to innovative practices, which is a necessary detail to the sharing economy. Kenya ranks 

well above the Sub-Saharan regional average of 51.61 at 70.31 while Nigeria has a score of 

52.89 (World Bank Group 2019a; World Bank Group 2019b). Though the smaller market, 

Kenya’s access to funding and higher ease of doing business are factors in enabling both 

innovative and traditional businesses. Nigeria’s limitation in this does not seem to be tied to a 

lack of innovation but rather the lack of a financially and structurally enabling environment for 

businesses.  

IV. Societal Trust   

 Social trust is the currency of the sharing economy and perhaps even more important 

given the relationships based societies of Nigeria and Kenya. In both countries, respondents 

mentioned the centrality of relationships, and not regulations, to their business activities. While 

government and regulatory powers were mostly neutral, a connection with the right individual or 

politician could help accelerate certain processes like accessing business permits. In addition, 

international companies such as Uber and Taxify also enjoyed a great deal of social trust as they 

are viewed as having reliable infrastructure and quick customer service processes than those 

domestic businesses. For example, Uber has been known to take swift action with “complaints or 

social media posts. ” Despite this, it would be reductive to think of international businesses as the 
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only ones capable mobilizing high levels of social trust. If that were the case, and having 

international operations was the determining factor, then UberPool (a carpooling service offered 

by the Uber platform in Western markets) would be successful in both Nigeria and Kenya. 

However, Uber has refrained from even introducing the service likely due to the lack of 

confidence in its feasibility in both of these markets. There are certainly other impactful factors 

at work besides the clout of multinational corporations.  The malam converters in Nigeria and the 

matatus in Kenya are older examples that demonstrate that their populations are willing to cross 

boundaries when necessary. Even more recently, Kenya and Nigeria’s digital crowdfunding 

platforms of M-Changa and Nigeria’s Riby Finance, with their sizable number of users (with 

24,000 and 150,000 new monthly users respectively) demonstrate the positive reception that 

innovative homegrown businesses are capable of receiving.  

 In addition, social trust in both Nigeria and Kenya must be expanded beyond its usual 

definition as trust existing between individuals. Since this research has elaborated upon the 

definition of the sharing economy, as a platform that expands access to scarce goods and 

services—and not just the monetization of surplus resources— the definition of social trust ought 

to also be as nuanced. Social trust in both Nigeria and Kenya incorporates both interactions 

between individuals as well as the trust they place into existing systems such as the countries’ 

financial infrastructure. The analyses of the sharing economy in developed markets usually forgo 

the second since many of these countries have strong existing infrastructures, and it is assumed 

that the general population trusts its systems and believe them to be reliable.  

 Despite the many similar experiences Nigeria and Kenya share in terms of social trust, 

Nigeria’s experience with the second component of social trust, the population’s trust in its 

institutions, is different. Interviewees with work and business experience in both countries view 
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Nigerian’s institutional trust as lower than that of Kenyan’s due to a number of factors, not least 

because of the lack of proliferation of mobile money usage. Kenya has a high rate of mobile 

money usage, which has been able to decentralize social trust as it relates to payments. In 

addition, Kenya received a global ranking of 73 while Nigeria was ranked 131 in terms of 

financial system development according to the Global Competitive Index. 18 On the other hand, 

Nigeria’s most recent banking crisis of 2008-2009 still tests public confidence in the system and 

perhaps explains the reluctance to abandon the cash-based payments. Mobile money could have 

been a new payment channel to stimulate the adoption of cashless payment modes in Nigeria. 

However, the effort followed the bureaucratic bank-led (an already publicly scorned ecosystem) 

model as opposed to the nimble and agile telecommunications model. Again, Nigeria’s limiting 

factor may be observed as the lack of adequate government action in infrastructural problems. 

The innovation of the sharing economy has been unable to surmount its infrastructural 

deficiencies. 

IV. Opportunities and Considerations 

 At its core, the sharing economy encourages decentralization, which will be interesting 

considering the informal economy experienced through many African economies (Dolan & 

Rajak, 2016). The sharing economy is known not only for cutting out the middleman but also for 

digitally assuming his role through some degree of automation (Munger 2018). However, this 

should be a concern.  In both Nigeria and Kenya, Lori Systems has experienced the influence of 

intermediaries, an indispensable partner. These intermediaries are necessary because, according 

to Bowen Williams, people  “only trust the guy they can see right away, not the business partners 

of their business partners.” This means intermediaries—however inefficient—are central to this 

																																																								
18 See here: http://reports.weforum.org/global-competitiveness-report-2018/competitiveness-
rankings/#series=GCI4.C.09 
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system and act as brokers of trust and specialized knowledge. The sharing economy in 

developing economies like Nigeria and Kenya would not only decentralize certain processes but 

also formalize them as well by removing and replacing the middleman with a more automated 

rendition of social trust. For example, Lori users will eventually not need to locate an available 

truck driver through business friends and may instead use the platform to conduct business with 

a driver already committed to a trip. In this example, Lori would become an automated 

middleman. The possibility of automation and its effects on existing jobs might be included in 

the future agenda on research on the sharing economy in emerging markets. 

 There is another sort of middleman this automation would eliminate. These men are not 

necessarily essential to the supply chain but are encountered during the lifetime of the service 

and would have a vested interest in keeping the system broken. Take the example of Nigeria, 

where police in the Apapa Port in Lagos collect compensation any time a truck gets further up 

the line, supplementing their meager salaries. The proliferation of services like Lori Systems 

would mean fewer opportunities for bribes and corruption, but also a change to the income 

structure of those who are less fortunate and rely on the current system for a portion of their 

income. This would be an example of the sort of formalization the sharing economy could bring 

in African environments despite its reputation for contributing to the informal economy in 

Western examples.  

 The current literature on the sharing economy in countries such as the United States has 

shown the sharing economy to be a route to a more informal economy as seen through flexibility 

provided by platforms like Uber. However, this is an example of how the sharing economy could 

adapt differently to certain African locales (Meyer 2016). The issue of decentralization remains 

especially pertinent when considering opportunities for development. The sharing economy is 
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decentralization, but a consideration would be this model’s ability to deliver sustainable 

development for both Nigeria and Kenya (as well as other African countries) given the already 

poor infrastructure and centralization of authority. Would highly centralized businesses and 

business ecosystems (such as the kind of the Carnegie Steel Company and Standard Oil during 

the United States’ Gilded Age) be an example of leapfrog worthy stage of development? The 

consideration of leapfrogging centralized systems should also be included on the agenda of 

future research in the sharing economies of developing nations.   

 Ironically, some degree of centralization is needed to encourage decentralized services, 

through an enabling environmental and regulatory environment. When Safaricom, Kenya’s 

poster child, decided to launch M-Pesa in March 2007, it already commanded 70% market share 

with 7.4 million subscribers (in a population of about 40 million) across the country in addition 

to 1000 airtime resellers (Heyer and Mas, 2011; Corral, Mollin, & Oseni, 2015). As 

revolutionary as M-Pesa has been in bringing mobile money to all strata of Kenyan society, its 

success is partly owed to Safaricom’s market dominance and executory ability. Monopolies have 

existed in African countries for years; the unique combination of the democratizing effects of the 

sharing economy (for users) and a monopolistic (for servicers) landscape could present unique 

lessons in international development. Future research conducted on the sharing economy in 

emerging markets should explore the benefits of competitive and monopolistic landscapes.  

 The decentralization and democratization of certain activities may also present 

opportunities for development and convenience. For example, both Nigeria and Kenya have 

significant unbanked populations who have failed to be integrated into the formal banking 

system. However, financial technology platforms like M-Changa are capable of formalizing 

practices already found in Kenyan society through financial groups such as saccos and chamas. 
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Services like Pezesha and Riby Finance can serve as a compromise between financial 

institutions, that have failed to reach groups at the bottom of the pyramid, and these cultural 

informal cooperative society that have not yet optimized for transparency. They also have the 

potential to offer the services of institutionalized financial systems with lower interest rates and 

often-higher savings rates while adding the layer of convenience, security, and transparency 

(Becker, 2017). In terms of logistics, platforms like Sendy stand to help other businesses in 

reducing logistical costs and contribute to the overall economic development of their countries.  

According to Priscilla Muhiu of Sendy, a typical Sendy trip holds enough packages for “five 

customers” which can reduce logistics costs by up to 40%. This could hold significant 

implications for development. Reducing the costs of logistics could ultimately lead to a decrease 

in the costs of goods and for more affordable products for customers.  

 Decentralization could also mean greater service access for vulnerable populations 

(especially on matters such as transportation and health care). However, a consideration would 

be the likelihood that these same vulnerable populations would be able to afford these sharing 

platforms like Uber. The sharing economy, in theory, could help many vulnerable people, but if 

the three factors examined (the most important of which is appropriate macroeconomic 

conditions as facilitated by government and regulatory bodies) in this research are lost in 

execution, the sharing economy might not be affordable to the people who would benefit most 

from its services. 

 In addition, the sharing economy can only be as successful as its rate of adoption, which 

is dependent on its ability to integrate into a culture’s social fabric. At least one arm of the 

sharing economy emphasizes the shared consumption of underutilized assets and would certainly 

present the opportunity to disrupt the manner in which wealth is viewed in emerging markets. 
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According to Amrote Abdella, Regional Director of Microsoft’s 4Afrika, “people might realize 

that they do not necessarily need to own something [in order] to maximize the utilization of any 

service.” However, as is the case in many other emerging markets, the Kenyan and Nigerian 

middle-class population can be expected to increase their consumption and accumulation of 

products such as houses, cars and other possessions with newly found economic prosperity 

(Chikweche & Fletcher, 2014). The central assertion of this thesis drew upon the research of 

Taiehagh who emphasized the importance of technological infrastructure in enabling innovations 

like the sharing economy. However, the hypothesis of this research retorted by emphasizing 

historical and social norms around collectivism as more significant than technological 

infrastructure for developing a robust sharing economy in Nigeria and Kenya.  

 This explorative research has shown that both Nigeria and Kenya are capable of 

accommodating sharing economy businesses. However, it has also demonstrated an over-reliance 

on the cultural persistence of sharing as a source of this success. Yes, sharing is emphasized in 

many African societies, but is this a persisting value in newer generations and developing 

crowded metropolises? The Nigerian and Kenyan (and even more broadly African sharing 

economies) should not be assumed to be any more altruistic than their Western renditions on 

account of the collectivist societies in which they exist. While the issue of social adoption of 

sharing economy values is beyond the scope of this explorative study, future research should be 

considered on the interaction between the sharing economy and the materialism that 

accompanies social mobility.  
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CONCLUSION 

 The sharing economy could hold great implications for the African continent with its 

emphasis on cost and risk sharing. This research has extended the conversation of the sharing 

economy to the African continent, accounting for local dynamics and featuring both 

multinational and local businesses. As regional economic powerhouses, Nigeria and Kenya’s 

sharing economies were meant to serve as examples of the manifestations of the sharing 

economy in Sub-Saharan African countries. The general lessons gleaned from these two cases 

are intended to act as a foundation for future research specific to other African countries and 

their respective technological and entrepreneurial ecosystems. While it is expected that there will 

be some shared details, the sharing economy of these many countries would be specific to their 

respective locales. Finally, as a first attempt, this research has demonstrated the importance of 

constructing a framework for analyzing enabling environments beyond an examination of a 

country’s technological capabilities. 

 In this new wave of the Fourth Industrial Revolution, technology is king. The high-

technology businesses interviewed in the Nigerian and Kenyan sharing economies all featured 

innovative business ideas and ambitious technological integration. However, many of their ideas 

still required high-touch and high-support accompaniments because of the lack of proper 

infrastructure. The sharing economy (and the larger wave of technology-enabled businesses) is 

just one of many magic solutions the Western gaze has promised would mystically eradicate all 

of Africa’s problems. First, it was the structural adjustment of the 1980s and 1990s, then the 

Indian export of microfinance in the 2000s, and this current period features the age of technology 

for international development (Loxley, 1990; Buss, 2005).  From reducing unemployment to 

increasing access to finance and improving agricultural productivity, the sharing economy offers 

a lot to developing African nations by way of economic development. However, while there is 
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much to be hopeful about the sharing economy’s prospective contributions to development, this 

optimism should be contextualized in the infrastructural and macroeconomic realities of host 

countries, as the successful integration of this innovative business model depends on it.  
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Appendix #1: Sample Interview Questions Presented to Crowd-Sharing Companies in 
Kenya 
 
STUDY TITLE: The sharing economy, African Style: A Comparative Assessment of Kenya and 
Nigeria’s Readiness for the Digital sharing economy 
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR:  Mistura Ojuolape Junaid 
 
General Business Questions  

1. What is the story behind your company? And why did you decide to start in Kenya? 
2. How would you describe your business product or service? How does it fit into the 

concept of the sharing economy? How large are your operations? 
3. Could you describe your typical customer/consumer?  
4. Would you say you face any growing challenges with regard to your business? If so, what 

are they?  
5. Do you have access to stable electricity to conduct daily business functions? If not, how 

do you manage?   
6. What is the process of tax or payment remission like? Would you say the process is 

relatively easy?  
7. What are the regulations surrounding customer data protection?  
8. Do power outages happen often? If so, what is the monthly frequency?  
9. Are there any restrictions around foreign investment? 
10. How is water access, is it constant?  
11. How about your employees? How do you engage them? 
12. What are some of the not-so-obvious risks you can get into when running a business in 

Kenya? 
 

 
Specific to the sharing economy 

1. Is the general business environment supportive of entrepreneurship? Do you know of any 
specific measures or initiatives pertaining to entrepreneurship development?  

2. What is the country’s digital preparedness like? Are any regulations helping to enable 
this? 

3. Do you have any opinions on Kenya’s preparedness for crowdfunding/sharing economy 
businesses? What about in terms of (digital payment, societal trust, literacy, 
entrepreneurship, accessibility)?   

4. Do you have any opinion on Kenya vs. Nigeria’s preparedness for crowdfunding/the 
sharing economy?  

 
 
Specific to the Company/industry 

1. What is the current regulatory framework surrounding your product or service? Are there 
any required licenses specific to crowdfunding? 

2. Does any central authority such as The Capital Markets Authority (CMA), The Central 
Bank of Kenya (CBK or The Communications Authority of Kenya regulate your 
business? Are these regulations new and specific to crowdfunding (especially of the peer 
to peer lending variety)? Would you describe it as prohibitive? What about conducive? 
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3. Would you say that any government regulations favor already established businesses in 
your industry?  

4. What measures or infrastructure do you have in place to maintain the trust of your users, 
especially domestic users? 

5. What are the greatest challenges crowdfunding and its expansion in the Kenyan context?  
6. Is the crowd-funding ecosystem currently at maturity?  How are regulations helping or 

perhaps opportunities for growth? 
7. Are these challenges specific to crowdfunding companies or businesses in general?  
8. What do you think about crowdfunding for development? Are there any opportunities for 

growth? 
9. What was your biggest “Aha!” moment when it comes to doing business in Kenya? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

	


